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viii  PREFACE 

Ireland,  India  and  British  Africa  have  been  indicated  in  broken 
outline.  In  particular,  I  have  tried  to  show  the  relation  of  the 
various  phases  of  our  home  affairs  to  each  of  those  separate 
stories  of  Imperial  development,  and  the  effect  of  politics 
and  persons  at  home  on  our  relations  with  Europe  and  with 
the  United  States. 

Where  should  a  British  History  of  the  Nineteenth  Century 
begin,  and  where  break  off  ?  Clearly  it  should  stop  where  the 
nominal  century  and  the  reign  of  Queen  Victoria  come  to  an 
end  together.  The  finish  of  the  Boer  War  leaves  us  on  the 
threshold  of  our  own  times,  which  are  still  too  near  us  to  be  seen 
in  perspective. 

Where  to  begin  is  perhaps  less  obvious.  It  would,  I  think, 
be  absurd  to  begin  exactly  with  the  new  century,  with  Adding¬ 
ton  and  the  Treaty  of  Amiens,  at  a  moment’s  pause  in  the 
battle  with  revolutionary  France,  and  in  the  most  terrible 
years  of  the  initial  agony  of  our  own  Industrial  Revolution. 
It  is  necessary  first  to  describe  the  starting-point  of  this  great 
era  of  change,  to  give  a  sketch  of  the  quiet,  old  England  of  the 
eighteenth  century  before  machines  destroyed  it,  and  the  poli¬ 
tical  scene  before  the  French  Revolution  came  to  disturb  it. 

The  fifty  years  that  stretch  from  the  loss  of  the  American 
Colonies  and  the  fall  of  George  Ill’s  personal  government 
down  to  Lord  Grey’s  Reform  Bill,  compose  a  single  epoch  in 
our  political  history;  no  true  starting-point  can  be  found  be¬ 
tween  1782  and  1832.  I  have  chosen  the  former  year,  which 
among  other  advantages  permits  the  inclusion  of  the  whole 
career  of  the  younger  Pitt,  who  was,  both  in  date  and  in  spirit, 
the  last  great  statesman  of  the  eighteenth  and  the  first  of  the 
nineteenth  century. 

The  curious  may  chance  to  detect  a  few  sentences  or  para¬ 
graphs  that  have  occurred  in  a  former  work  of  mine.  Where  it 
happens  that  the  same  thing  has  to  be  said  at  the  same  length, 
it  is  an  affectation  to  vary  the  words.  But,  generally  speaking, 
the  point  of  view  from  which  I  have  here  told  the  history  of  a 
nation’s  growth  differs  in  some  important  respects  from  the 
outlook  of  the  biographer  of  a  statesman  who  was  but  one  part 
of  a  gigantic  whole. 

G.  M.  TREVELYAN. 

Berkhamsted,  January  1922. 
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INTRODUCTION 

During  the  last  hundred  and  fifty  years,  the  rate  of  progress 
in  man’s  command  over  nature  has  been  ten  times  as  fast  as  in 
the  period  between  Caesar  and  Napoleon,  a  hundred  times  as 
fast  as  in  the  slow  prehistoric  ages.  Tens  of  thousands  of  years 
divided  man’s  first  use  of  fire  from  his  first  application  of  it  to 
iron.  Even  in  the  civilised  era,  when  literature,  science  and 
philosophy  were  given  us  by  Greece,  the  art  of  writing  preceded 
the  printing-press  by  tens  of  centuries.  In  those  days  each 
great  invention  was  granted  a  lease  of  many  ages  in  which  to 
foster  its  own  characteristic  civilisation,  before  it  was  sub¬ 
merged  by  the  next.  But  in  our  day,  inventions,  each  implying 
a  revolution  in  the  habits  of  man,  follow  each  other  thick  as  the 
falling  leaves.  Modern  history,  beginning  from  the  England  of 
1780,  is  a  series  of  dissolving  views.  In  each  generation  a  new 
economic  life  half  obliterates  a  predecessor  little  older  than 
itself. 

One  example  will  suffice,  that  of  inland  transport.  In  the 
reign  of  George  III  the  civilisation  of  the  riding-horse  and 
the  pack-horse  gave  way  to  that  of  the  coach,  the  waggon  and 
the  barge,  because  the  soft  road  was  at  length  superseded  by 
the  hard  road,  flanked  by  the  canal.  But  no  time  was  given 
to  develop  a  new  civilisation  on  that  basis;  Macadam  had 
not  yet  taught  Lord  Eldon  and  the  Duke  of  Wellington  that 
they  were  living  in  a  new  world,  before  Stephenson’s  locomotive 
in  its  turn  replaced  the  barge,  the  waggon  and  the  coach.  And 
then,  before  the  society  based  on  steam  has  worked  out  its 
peculiar  destiny,  petrol  in  our  own  day  gives  a  new  life  to  the 
old  roads,  and  opens  out  the  pathways  of  the  air. 

The  changes  going  on  during  the  same  period  in  sea-traffic, 
in  manufacture,  and  in  the  transmission  of  messages,  tell  the 
same  story  of  a  series  of  economic  civilisations  rapidly  super¬ 
imposed  one  on  another. 

Under  these  conditions,  new  in  the  history  of  man,  races 
set  apart  for  sons  of  time  have  been  suddenly  thrust  together, 
not  always  in  fraternal  embrace.  The  vast,  unvisited  interior 
of  Africa  has  been  not  only  explored  but  overrun  by  Europe. 
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xiv  INTRODUCTION 

The  mysteries  of  Asia  have  been  opened  out.  The  conquest  of 
America  has  been  completed.  Offshoots  of  our  island  civilisa¬ 
tion  have  overspread  continents  hidden  in  the  bosom  of  the 
Southern  Seas,  and  have  ploughed  up  the  Canadian  wilderness. 
All  the  while,  Europe  herself  has  suffered  convulsions  at  home, 
in  the  endeavour  to  adjust  her  political  and  social  fabric  to  the 
rapidity  of  economic  change. 

The  terrible  pace  at  which  the  world  now  jolts  and  clanks 
along  was  set  in  our  island,  where,  first,  invention  was  har¬ 
nessed  to  organised  capital.  For  fifty  years  that  great  change 
was  left  uncontrolled  by  the  community  which  it  was  trans¬ 
forming.  So  new  was  the  experience,  that  for  a  while  the  wisest 
were  as  much  at  fault  as  the  most  foolish.  Burke  for  all  his 
powers  of  prophecy,  Pitt  for  all  his  study  of  Adam  Smith,  Fox 
for  all  his  welcome  to  the  new  democracy,  no  more  understood 
the  English  economic  revolution,  and  no  more  dreamt  of  con¬ 
trolling  it  for  the  common  good,  than  George  III  himself. 

We  are  so  like  our  ancestors  of  that  period,  and  yet  so  un¬ 
like;  so  near  them  in  time  and  in  affection,  so  far  removed  from 
them  in  habits  and  in  experience.  There  lie  the  paradox  and 
romance  of  modern  history.  Our  daily  avocations,  our  modes 
of  travel,  our  ways  of  life  differ  from  theirs  as  much  as  theirs 
did  from  the  Anglo-Saxon.  Yet  we  should  feel  at  home  if  we 
found  ourselves  among  them.  We  speak  their  language,  little 
changed.  We  think  and  feel  much  as  they  did,  though  the 
things  that  we  have  to  think  and  feel  about  are  so  different. 

A  British  officer  in  Flanders  in  1918,  transplanted  to  a 
British  messroom  in  the  same  country  in  1793,  would  be  more 
at  home  than  in  a  foreign  messroom  of  to-day.  Though  he 
would  find  the  drinking  too  heavy  for  him,  he  would  be  sur¬ 
rounded  by  presumptions  indefinably  familiar.  He  would  be 
critical  of  much,  but  he  would  understand  from  inside  what  he 
was  criticising.  Most  of  us  would  be  at  home  taking  tea  at 
Dr.  Johnson’s,  hearing  the  contact  of  civilised  man  with  society 
discussed  with  British  commonsense  and  good  nature,  with 
British  idiosyncrasy  and  prejudice.  Only  we  should  be  aware 
that  we  had  stepped  back  out  of  a  scientific,  romantic  and 
mobile  era  into  an  era  literary,  classical  and  static.  Dr.  Johnson 
and  Burke  had  never  heard  of  *  evolution  ’  in  our  meaning  of 
the  word.  They  thought  that  the  world  would  remain  what 
they  and  their  fathers  had  known  it.  With  them,  time  moved 
so  slowly  that  they  thought  it  stayed  still  withal.  A  very 
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different  experience  has  taught  us  to  perceive  that  the  forms 
of  our  civilisation  are  transient  as  the  bubbles  on  a  river. 

In  politics,  a  comparison  between  our  age  and  theirs  pre¬ 
sents  the  same  likeness  in  utter  divergence.  We  are  still 
involved  in  the  outcome  of  what  happened  to  Ireland  in  the 
days  of  Grattan  and  Pitt,  to  North  America  in  the  days  of 
George  III  and  Chatham.  Our  naval  policy,  and  our  interest 
in  the  independence  of  the  Netherlands,  were  the  same  in  1914 
as  in  1793.  In  spite  of  Tom  Paine,  we  still  have  King,  Lords 
and  Commons,  and  an  established  Church ;  the  very  mace  still 
lies  on  the  table  as  when  Oliver  ordered  it  away;  half  the  cus¬ 
toms  of  the  Plouse  would  be  familiar  to  Fox,  if  he  strolled  in  to 
a  debate.  But  these  forms  sheltered,  for  our  great-grandfathers, 
an  aristocracy  based  on  the  tenure  of  land,  with  certain  political 
rights  reserved  for  the  Crown  and  certain  others  for  some  of 
the  common  people.  For  us,  the  same  forms  enshrine  a  demo¬ 
cratic  system  of  representative  government,  extending  over 
Imperial,  national  and  local  affairs,  in  town  and  in  country, 
for  Motherland  and  Dominions — a  democracy  in  which  the 
women  as  well  as  the  men  of  all  classes,  having  in  large  part 
been  educated  at  the  public  charge,  are  invited  to  take  an  equal 
part.  There  has  been  no  solemn  revision  of  the  principles  of 
our  Constitution,  only  a  constant  amendment  and  extension  of 
its  details,  and  an  entire  though  gradual  change  of  view.  There 
has  been  no  revolution.  Yet  in  1794,  Pitt’s  Attorney-General 
claimed  that  it  was  High  Treason  for  any  man  to  agitate  for 
the  establishment  of  ‘  representative  government,  the  direct 
contrary  of  the  government  which  is  established  here.’ 

Between  that  interpretation  of  the  Constitution  and  our 
own  there  lie  only  1 30  years.  But  into  that  brief  space  of  time, 
which  two  human  lives  would  outspan,  has  been  crowded  the 
long  sequel  of  the  French  Revolution,  now  calculable  by  his¬ 
tory;  the  European  War  and  revolution  of  our  own  day,  not 
yet  calculable;  and,  more  important  than  any  series  of  political 
or  military  events,  the  Industrial  Revolution,  still  in  progress, 
that  has  forced  and  is  still  forcing  politics  and  society  to  follow 
the  suit  of  the  inventors,  the  men  who  destroy  and  create  classes, 
constitutions,  countries  and  modes  of  life  and  thought. 

During  the  first  half  of  the  period  surveyed  in  this  book, 
these  new  forces  work  at  their  will,  with  no  conscious  aim  but 
the  production  of  wealth,  to  the  cry  of  laissez  faire\  in  the 
second  half,  attempts,  increasingly  systematic,  are  made  to 
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control  them  in  the  interest  of  the  community  that  they  are  con¬ 
stantly  re-shaping.  In  the  first  fifty  years,  ending  with  the  Great 
Reform  Bill  of  1832,  the  Industrial  Revolution  is,  in  its  social 
consequences,  mainly  destructive.  It  destroys,  in  town  and 
country,  the  forms  and  pieties  of  the  old  English  life,  that  could 
not  be  harnessed  to  the  new  machinery.  The  government, 
while  it  prohibited  all  legal  and  political  change  as  ‘  Jacobin¬ 
ism,’  urged  on  the  economic  revolution.  The  result  was  that 
by  1832  there  was  scant  provision  for  the  political,  municipal, 
educational  or  sanitary  needs  of  the  population,  most  of  whom 
were  not  even  tolerably  clothed  or  fed.  The  laws  and  institu¬ 
tions  had  been  kept  back  in  one  place,  while  the  men  and 
women  had  been  moved  on  to  another,  where  they  were  living 
as  it  were  outside  society,  under  a  guard  of  yeomanry  and 
magistrates. 

The  second  half  of  the  period  is  the  story  of  the  building 
up  of  the  new  world,  of  a  wholly  new  type  of  society,  infinitely 
more  complicated  and  interdependent  in  its  parts,  more  full  of 
potentialities  for  progress  or  disaster,  than  anything  the  world 
has  before  seen.  It  has  been  the  work  of  all  classes  and  of  all 
parties,  whether  in  co-operation  or  in  conflict,  over  a  space  cf 
eighty  years  of  gradual  but  rapid  and  continuous  reform.  The 
contemporary  experience  of  foreign  lands,  involved  a  little  later 
than  ourselves  in  the  throes  of  the  same  industrial  revolution, 
has  more  and  more  influenced  us  by  example,  as  the  distance 
between  countries  and  their  mutual  ignorance  has  been  reduced. 
But  the  work  of  reform  has  in  our  island  been  British,  and  most 
of  its  ideas  and  expedients  have  been  of  British  origin. 

The  same  fundamentals  of  British  character  and  tempera¬ 
ment  that  we  observed  in  the  quiet  old  eighteenth  century — 
British  commonsense  and  good  nature,  British  idiosyncrasy  and 
prejudice,  when  brought  face  to  face  with  this  prolonged  and 
terrible  crisis  in  human  affairs,  has  produced,  after  labours, 
errors  and  victories  innumerable,  the  strange  world  in  which 
we  live  to-day. 


BRITISH  HISTORY  IN  THE  NINE¬ 
TEENTH  CENTURY 

CHAPTER  I 

England  on  the  eve  of  the  Industrial  Revolution  (I) — Village  life  and  agri¬ 
culture — The  roads — Town  life  and  apprenticeship — The  Municipal 
and  Parliamentary  System — London. 

When  George  III  came  to  the  throne  in  1760,  the  old-world 
system  of  economic  and  social  life  had  undergone  little  change. 
Prosperity  and  personal  independence,  though  very  far  from 
universal,  were  widely  diffused.  Although  few  had  any  voice 
in  the  government,  many  had  a  stake  in  the  country.  The  agri¬ 
culturist  or  manufacturer  in  his  cottage  accepted  his  lot  in  life, 
whether  easy  or  hard,  as  part  of  the  order  of  things.  It  did  not 
occur  to  him  to  question  the  framework  of  society,  or  to  regard 
the  oligarchy  under  which  he  lived  as  an  oppression.  He  only 
raised  his  voice  against  the  political  and  municipal  corrup¬ 
tion  all  around  when  it  resulted  in  England  being  worsted  by 
the  French. 

On  one  such  occasion,  the  free  spirit  latent  in  our  never  1757-61 
wholly  fraudulent  Constitution  enabled  the  people  to  raise  up 
as  their  tribune,  William  Pitt,  afterwards  Earl  of  Chatham,  to 
give  us  victory  in  either  hemisphere.  After  that,  the  reign  of 
folly  and  corruption  was  resumed,  this  time  under  the  King’s 
favourites  instead  of  the  Whig  oligarchs.  But  John  Bull, 
though  more  suspicious  and  grumbling  than  before,  had  no 
means  of  exerting  continuous  control  over  government.  At 
length,  in  1782,  he  was  again  exasperated  into  action,  by  dis-  1782 
covering  that  the  corruptionists  had  lost  him  America.  Then, 
after  two  years  of  confused  counsels,  he  found  for  himself  a 
second  William  Pitt. 

When  the  French  Revolution  broke  out,  the  political  and  1789 
legal  institutions  of  the  country  were  still  unreformed.  The 
second  Pitt  was  doing  all  that  an  honest  and  able  man  could  do 
as  the  administrator  of  a  corrupt  system.  That  system  had  be¬ 
come  more  than  ever  out  of  date,  for  by  this  time  Great  Britain 
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was  in  process  of  rapid  transformation.  Che  Industrial  Revo¬ 
lution  had  laid  rude  hands  on  the  social  fabric  of  old  England. 

1760  At  the  time  of  George  Ill’s  accession  there  had  been  no 
canals;  few  hard  roads;  practically  no  cotton  industry;  no 
factory  system ;  few  capitalist  manufacturers ;  little  smelting  of 
iron  by  coal ;  and  though  there  had  been  much  enclosure  of 
land,  there  had  not  yet  been  a  wholesale  sweeping  of  small 
farms  into  big.  In  these  and  many  other  respects,  changes  due 
to  inventions  and  improved  methods  were  in  full  progress  soon 
after  1760.  But  it  was  only  during  the  last  ten  years  of  the 
century  that  the  pace  of  the  movement  became  terrible.  Then, 
too,  it  became  disastrously  involved  in  ‘  Jacobin  ’  and  ‘  anti- 
Jacobin  ’  politics,  and  in  the  economic  consequences  of  the  war 
against  the  French  Republic.  Then  first  it  began  to  attract  the 
attention  of  statesmen.  In  that  later  period,  the  most  charac¬ 
teristic  developments  of  the  Industrial  Revolution  will  com¬ 
mand  our  attention.  But  this  and  the  following  chapter  are 
devoted  to  a  sketch  of  the  old  England  as  it  was  in  the  early 
years  of  George  III,  already  touched  by  the  coming  change, 
but  not  yet  transformed.1 

In  the  life  of  our  day,  the  characteristic  unit  is  the  town, 
the  factory  or  the  trade  union.  Then  it  was  the  country  village. 
Village  life  embraced  the  chief  daily  concerns  of  the  majority 
of  Englishmen.  It  was  the  principal  nursery  of  the  national 
character.  The  village  was  not  then  a  moribund  society,  as  in 
the  nineteenth  century;  nor  was  it,  as  in  our  own  day,  a  society 
hoping  to  revive  by  the  backwash  of  life  returning  to  it  from 
the  town.  It  contained  no  inspected  school  imparting  a  town- 
made  view  of  life  to  successive  generations  of  young  rustics, 

1  The  reader  must  hear  in  mind  that  no  single  decade  can  be  named 
for  any  one  of  the  processes  that  together  make  up  the  Industrial  Revolu¬ 
tion.  Even  the  most  cataclysmic  of  the  changes  was  not  an  event  but  a 
process.  Dr.  Cunningham  suggests  that  the  Industrial  Revolution  begins 
about  1770,  ‘  commencing  with  changes  in  the  hardware  trades.’  The  date 
will  serve,  if  we  remember  that  since  1720,  if  not  before,  there  had  been 
signs  of  the  increase  of  capitalist  industry  and  the  decay  of  the  apprentice 
system,  that  the  improvement  of  roads  had  begun  to  be  rapid  about  1750, 
and  that  the  movement  for  absorbing  small  farms  into  large  farms  was  at 
least  as  old  as  that.  Yet  none  of  these  movements  were  complete  till  well 
on  in  the  nineteenth  century.  Brindley’s  Manchester-Worsley  canal  was 
opened  in  1 761  ;  Brindley  died  in  1772  ;  but  only  in  1790  were  some  of  his 
greatest  canals  completed  and  opened.  Which,  then,  is  the  decade  of  Brind¬ 
ley’s  canals  ?  The  same  kind  of  problem  arises  in  every  case.  See  chapter  ix, 
below,  on  the  Industrial  Revolution. 


THE  VILLAGE  3 

preparing  for  migration  to  other  scenes.  City  civilisation,  with 
its  newspapers  and  magazines,  had  not  supplanted  provincial 
speech  and  village  tradition.  At  most  a  single  news-sheet  of 
four  pages,  with  advertisements  of  the  latest  books,  snippets 
of  news  from  all  countries,  and  attacks  on  the  Ministry  by 
'  Anti-Sejanus  ’  and  ‘  Patrioticus,’  went  up  twice  a  week  to  the 
Hall  or  the  Rectory.  After  some  days,  a  well-thumbed  copy 
might  find  its  way  into  the  parlour  of  the  inn. 

The  squire  and  the  parson  were  usually  resident.  Even  if 
they  were  absentees,  their  agents  and  the  shadow  of  their  great¬ 
ness  loomed  large  over  everything.  A  few  hardy  Dissenters 
enjoyed  a  legalised  exclusion  from  the  religious  domain  of  the 
parson.  But  against  the  landlord  magistrate  there  was  no  group 
of  men  who  could  stand  out,  except  his  brother  squires. 

Among  the  villagers  collectively  subjected  to  this  rule, 
there  was  a  considerable  measure  of  equality  and  independence. 
Large  tenant  farmers,  and  agricultural  labourers  entirely  de¬ 
pendent  on  their  wages,  did  not  then  constitute  the  whole 
village  society.  It  varied  from  place  to  place,  but  everywhere 
there  were  many  classes,  many  sizes  of  holding,  many  forms  of 
rights  on  land,  and  many  occupations  and  means  of  livelihood. 

In  the  first  place,  the  village  was  less  purely  agricultural 
than  it  became  in  later  times.  Its  craftsmen  supplied  its  re¬ 
quirements  locally  in  many  articles  now  fetched  from  the  towns. 
The  wives  and  families  of  the  yeomen  and  agricultural  labour¬ 
ers,  and  the  labourers  themselves  when  field  labour  was  slack, 
carried  on  various  branches  of  manufacture  in  their  own  cot¬ 
tages.  Spinning  was  the  special  task  of  women  and  children. 
But  there  were  often  in  the  villages  professional  weavers,  men 
who  never  tilled  the  soil  except  of  an  evening  in  their  own  back 
gardens.  This  class  was  found  thickly  congregated  in  the  stone- 
built  villages  around  the  infant  Thames,  or  on  the  steep  banks 
of  Yorkshire  dales.  In  Yorkshire,  indeed,  some  of  these  rural 
communities  were  destined  to  change  by  imperceptible  stages 
into  urban  districts. 

The  villages  of  England  fed  with  the  labour  of  their  hands 
the  great  staple  industries,  like  the  woollen  trade,  by  help  of 
which  our  oversea  commerce  had  already  taken  the  lead  of  the 
world.  Commerce  had  to  be  centred  in  the  towns,  but  much 
of  the  manufacture  that  supplied  it  was  put  out  to  farm  among 
the  country  cottages,  and  collected  by  the  cloth  merchants 
going  round  with  their  long  trains  of  pack-horses — the 
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constantly  moving  shuttles  that  wove  together  the  threads 
of  far-scattered  British  industry.  So  long  as  this  system  of 
manufacture  continued,  the  rural  population  was  much  more 
numerous  than  the  city  population.  A  dozen  of  the  southern 
counties  retained  more  inhabitants  to  the  square  mile  than  any 
shire  in  the  north,  until  the  general  adoption  of  machinery 
brought  in  the  factory  system.1 

The  work  of  women  and  children  played  as  large  a  part  in 
these  cottage  industries  as  in  the  factories  that  replaced  them. 
We  shall  never  know  enough  about  the  hours  and  conditions 
of  their  home  work,  for  any  sure  comparison  with  subsequent 
factory  conditions.  But  it  is  safe  to  say  that  there  was  a  greater 
variety  of  treatment,  when  the  circumstances  of  each  family, 
or  the  temperament  of  its  most  strong-minded  member,  dic¬ 
tated  the  habits  of  each  household.  The  discipline  of  the  home 
could  seldom  have  been  as  severe,  and  never  as  artificial  and 
dehumanised  as  in  the  mills  of  the  worst  period  before  the 
Factory  Acts.  On  the  other  hand,  the  sanitary  conditions  in 
most  of  the  cottages,  and  the  long  hours  of  labour  in  many, 
would  not  be  tolerated  by  the  factory  code  of  the  present  day. 

But  the  village  was,  first  and  foremost,  an  agricultural  com¬ 
munity,  as  indeed  was  England  herself.  Although  our  methods 
of  tilling  the  soil  were  wasteful  and  antiquated,  especially  in  the 
great  corn- growing  area  of  the  Midlands,  we  were  still  able  in 
1765  to  export  corn  abroad,  after  feeding  the  small  population 
of  seven  millions  in  England  and  Wales.  Afterwards,  during 
the  Napoleonic  Wars,  when  the  numbers  rose  to  eleven  millions, 
it  became  necessary  to  conduct  agriculture  on  the  principle  of 
extracting  from  the  soil  the  utmost  possible  quantity  of  corn. 
But  in  the  early  days  of  George  III  there  was  no  such  pressure 
of  hungry  population  in  the  island,  and  the  political  economy 
of  the  village  sought  only  to  provide  ‘  subsistence  ’  for  each 
family  resident  in  the  parish. 

‘  Subsistence  agriculture,’  as  modern  historians  call  it,  was 
the  theory  and  practice  of  our  fathers  from  the  earliest  times 
until  the  Industrial  Revolution.  In  the  eyes  of  statesmen  and 
economists,  alike  in  the  days  of  Alfred,  Elizabeth  and  George  II, 
the  duty  of  the  village  to  the  State  was  to  breed  and  maintain 
not  less  than  its  traditional  number  of  stalwart  and  contented 

1  Viz.  Middlesex,  Surrey,  Wilts,  Somerset,  Gloucester,  Oxford,  Bucks, 
Hertford,  Suffolk,  Northants,  Rutland,  Warwick,  Worcester.  Yet  by  1801’ 
only  Middlesex  was  in  the  category  above  Lancashire. 
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men,  rather  than  to  accumulate  wealth  tor  taxation  or  to  grow 
corn  for  the  consumption  of  the  towns. 

‘  Subsistence  agriculture  ’  was  still  the  rule 1  in  the  first 
years  of  George  III,  and  it  must  needs  have  been  so  when  the 
means  of  transport  were  so  bad.  Without  canals,  and  with  few 
roads  capable  of  bearing  wheeled  traffic,  the  constant  distri¬ 
bution  of  great  quantities  of  foodstuffs  was  impossible.  The 
first  object  in  cottages  on  remote  heaths  and  in  hamlets  at  the 
end  of  miry  lanes,  was  that  there  should  be  enough  food  of  all 
sorts  produced  in  the  immediate  neighbourhood  for  the  sub¬ 
sistence  of  all  who  dwelt  there. 

The  object  ot  the  village  was  to  supply  itself  not  only  with 
enough  corn,  but  also  with  dairy  produce,  meat,  pigs  and  poul¬ 
try,  all  of  which  a  small  peasant-holder  and  his  wife  could 
attend  to  better  than  a  large  farmer.  The  village  produced 
also  a  part  of  its  own  purchases  in  cloth,  basketwork,  farm  and 
household  furniture,  according  as  local  conditions  allowed.  To 
grow  corn  on  a  large  scale  for  distant  markets  was  often  but  a 
secondary  consideration.  The  subdivision  of  the  land  among 
so  many  of  the  inhabitants  tended  to  the  supply  of  these  very 
various  wants.  The  small  holding  was  indeed  the  true  ‘  politi¬ 
cal  economy,’  provided  the  population  of  the  island  remained 
stationary,  and  so  long  as  England  and  the  whole  world  with 
her  desired  to  be  stable  and  contented  rather  than  progressive 
and  rich. 

Our  ancestors  did  not  think  that  the  law  of  the  Universe 
was  progress,  evolution  and  perpetual  change.  There  had 
indeed  been  great  economic  progress  in  the  hundred  years  fol¬ 
lowing  the  Restoration,  but  it  had  not  been  sufficiently  rapid 
or  symptomatic  to  colour  the  prevailing  philosophy.  Dr.  John¬ 
son  and  his  contemporaries  would  have  scouted  the  modern 
notion  that  we  must  be  for  ever  pressing  restlessly  forward  on 
pain  of  falling  back.  The  world  as  they  found  it  in  England 
was  good  enough  for  them,  and  their  aim  was  to  preserve,  not 
to  improve  or  to  enlarge.  This  view  of  things — the  static 
as  opposed  to  the  evolutionary — differentiated  our  ancestors 
from  us,  in  agriculture  and  industry,  as  well  as  in  politics  and 
religion. 

The  typical  village  of  the  great  corn-growing  area  of  the 

1  The  hugest  of  the  exceptions  to  this  rule  was  the  feeding  of  London 
(see  pp.  10-11  below),  a  task  that  increased  the  labour  and  wealth  of  many 
country  villages. 
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East  Midlands  was  a  single  long  street  of  cottages,  each  stand¬ 
ing  in  its  garden,  or  a  cluster  of  roofs  huddled  round  the 
church,  while  the  great  ‘  open  field  ’  of  the  village,  perhaps  a 
mile  long  and  half  a  mile  broad,  surrounded  on  all  sides  the 
group  of  houses  where  its  cultivators  lived  together;  in  this 
type  of  parish  scattered  farms  were  few.  Once  outside  the  cot¬ 
tage  gardens,  there  were  no  more  hedges  to  be  seen.  Rupert 
and  Cromwell  used  to  charge  their  cavalry  across  the  4  open 
field,’  as  they  could  not  have  done  over  the  chess-board  land¬ 
scape  of  modern  English  agriculture.  This  4  open  field  ’  was 
divided  up  by  balks  or  furrows  into  several  hundred  oblong 
patches.  The  total  effect  to  the  eye  was  not  unlike  that  of  an 
allotment  field  of  the  present  day,  on  a  gigantic  scale. 

Many  of  the  humbler  villagers  cultivated,  each  for  himself, 
one,  two  or  three  of  these  oblong  strips ;  the  larger  farmers 
twenty,  forty  or  more.  The  plots  of  a  well-to-do  yeoman  or 
farmer  were  scattered  far  and  wide  over  the  field,  like  the  estates 
of  a  great  abbey  or  feudal  lord  up  and  down  mediasval 
England.  No  one,  great  or  small,  could  cultivate  his  strips  as 
he  thought  fit,  but  only  according  to  village  rules  of  imme¬ 
morial  antiquity.  The  revolving  three-year  course  of  wheat, 
spring-corn  and  fallow  was  usually  enforced.  On  the  4  open 
field  ’  there  was  no  room  for  experiment  or  improvement  in 
agricultural  methods.  If,  therefore,  the  idea  of  progress  once 
got  abroad,  if  4  improving  landlords  ’  came  into  fashion,  if  the 
population  of  the  island  increased  and  required  more  corn  to 
feed  it,  the  4  open-field  ’  system  was  certain  to  disappear.  The 
only  questions  would  then  be,  how  would  it  disappear,  on  what 
terms  for  the  bulk  of  the  smaller  cultivators,  and  what  kind  of 
social  system  would  take  its  place  ? 

All  round  the  4  open  field  ’  the  waste  lands  of  moor  and 
marsh,  wood  and  coppice,  stretched  away  to  the  confines  of  the 
parish.  There  were  few  of  the  hedges  and  plantations  which 
are  the  chief  beauty  of  the  same  land  to-day,  but  the  dingles 
were  filled  with  the  irregular  beauty  of  self-sown  wood,  wreck¬ 
age  of  the  primeval  English  forest  that  had  not  yet  been  wholly 
swept  away  even  in  the  most  cultivated  districts.  These  un¬ 
reclaimed  lands  constituted  the  common,  where  many  of  the 
villagers,  some  by  legal  right  and  some  by  customary  use,  took 
fuel,  and  fed  cows  or  sheep,  pigs  or  geese.  If  4  subsistence  ’ 
for  so  many  independent  families  was  to  continue,  the  use  of 
the  common  was  an  integral  part  of  the  system.  Yet  much 
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good  land  was  thus  leit  uncultivated.  From  the  point  of  view 
of  the  community  of  large,  the  old  ideal  of  the  village  life  began 
to  appear  retrograde  and  impossible. 

The  smaller  yeomen  had,  since  the  beginning  of  the  cen- 
tuiy,  declined  in  numbers*,  IVIany  of  them  had  a  hard  struggle 
to  live,  and  were  glad  to  sell  their  land  to  the  squires.  There 
was  a  ‘  land-hunger  ’  among  the  upper  class  of  the  day,  eager 
to  amass  large  consolidated  estates,  alike  for  reasons  of  profit, 
social  prestige  and  game-preserving.  But  in  spite  of  this  move¬ 
ment,  small  farming,  labourers’  allotments,  pasturage  on  the 
common,  and  the  independent  system  of  society  that  these 
things  favoured,  were  still  the  rule  rather  than  the  exception 
all  over  England.  But  the  ‘  open-field  ’  method  of  cultivation 
that  we  have  described  was  an  unnecessarily  antiquated  part 
of  the  system.  It  had  already  been  abolished,  at  different  epochs 
down  the  course  of  ages,  in  Kent,  Devon,  Cornwall,  in  most 
of  Sussex,  Suffolk  and  Essex,  in  the  greater  part  of  the  fruit¬ 
growing  counties  along  the  Welsh  border,  and  in  some  parts 
of  the  North.1 

In  all  these  districts — perhaps  in  one-half  of  England — 
the  arable  land  had  already  assumed  much  of  the  appearance 
that  it  wears  to-day.  In  1782  a  Prussian  pastor,  approaching 
our  island  for  the  first  time  by  coasting  up  the  Kentish  shore 
past  Gravesend,  marvelled  at  ‘  those  living  hedges  which  in 
England,  more  than  in  any  other  country,  form  the  boundaries 
of  the  green  cornfields,  and  give  to  the  whole  distant  country 
the  appearance  of  a  large  and  majestic  garden.’  When  he 
wrote  thus,  the  aspect  which  he  describes  was  not  characteristic 
of  more  than  a  moiety  of  the  English  shires,  though  it  was 
already  much  more  common  than  twenty  years  before.  Kent, 
at  which  he  was  looking,  had  been  famous  for  centuries  for 
its  enclosed  fields  and  its  good  farming.  So,  too,  had  Devon. 

These  early  enclosures  of  the  ‘  open  field,’  made  under  a 
former  economic  dispensation,  had  been  consistent  with  the 
survival  in  Kent  and  the  Western  Shires  of  small  farmers,  yeo¬ 
men  and  labourers  as  independent  as  any  in  the  island.  But 
the  later  movement  of  enclosure  by  Act  of  Parliament,  which 
between  1760  and  1 840  abolished  the  remaining  ‘  open  fields  ’ 
and  most  of  the  commons  in  England,  was  part  of  a  general 
revolution  in  society,  which  introduced  large  farms  as  the 
almost  universal  rule.  The  revolutionary  effect  of  the  new 
1  See  Appendix,  Enclosures  of  Land  (a),  at  end  oi  book. 
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enclosures  was  increased  by  the  other  industrial  changes  of  the 
age,  by  roads  and  canals  opening  up  new  markets,  by  the  cry  of 
growing  towns  for  more  corn,  and  of  landlords  for  more  rent, 
above  all  by  the  removal  of  textile  industry  from  the  rural  cottage 
to  the  urban  factory.  The  various  classes  of  small,  independent 
agriculturists  with  industrial  families,  which  had  composed  so 
important  a  part  of  the  village  community  when  George  III 
ascended  the  throne,  had  almost  completely  disappeared  when 
he  died.  In  the  course  of  those  sixty  years  their  place  had  been 
taken  by  the  large  farmer  and  by  the  landless  and  pauperised 
labourer  whom  he  employed.1 

Yet  we  must  not  idealise  too  much  the  old  village  society, 
merely  because  it  has  passed  away.  No  doubt  the  period  of  the 
two  first  Georges,  with  its  good  wages  and  moderate  prices, 
compared  favourably  with  the  period  of  rural  pauperism  in  the 
early  nineteenth  century.  But  there  had  been  hard  times 
before,  in  days  when  hard  times  meant  famine.  In  the  ‘  dear 
years  ’  of  William  III,  and  often  before,  people  had  failed  to 
‘  subsist  ’  on  their  ‘  subsistence  agriculture.’  The  ‘  cottars  ’ 
too,  whose  disappearance  we  deplore,  had  been  classed  with 
the  ‘  paupers  ’  by  Gregory  King,  a  publicist  of  William’s  reign. 
King’s  often  quoted  analysis  of  English  society  at  the  time  of 
the  Revolution,  points  to  the  existence  of  a  rural  proletariat 
more  numerous  than  the  yeomen  and  tenant  farmers  put 
together. 

Much  is  guesswork  in  history  before  the  age  of  statistics. 
But  it  is  safe  to  say  that,  on  the  whole,  there  was  more  indepen¬ 
dence,  variety  and  joy  in  life  under  the  old  system  than  under 
the  new  system  at  its  worst,  and  the  worst  of  the  new  economic 
dispensation  came  when  it  was  first  introduced.2 

The  first  unconscious  step  towards  great  economic  and 
social  change  was  taken  between  1750  and  1770,  when  a  per¬ 
ceptible  improvement  was  made  in  the  roads,  with  a  resulting 
increase  in  the  amount  of  wheeled  traffic.  So  long  as  the  pro¬ 
ducts  of  agriculture  and  industry  had  generally  to  be  carried 
along  miry  paths,  slung  across  horses’  backs,  there  could  have 
been  no  very  great  expansion  in  the  volume  of  external  and  in¬ 
ternal  trade,  and  ‘  subsistence  agriculture  ’  must  have  continued. 

The  old  English  road  was  not  a  metalled  surface  of  definite 
limits,  hedged  off  from  the  rest  of  the  world,  and  maintained 

1  See  pp.  144-152,  chapter  ix,  below  8  See  chapter  ix,  below. 
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by  an  army  of  special  functionaries  paid  from  the  public  purse. 
It  was  an  open  track  through  the  fields  or  over  the  common ; 
its  borders  were  metaphysical,  for  it  was,  in  law,  a  right  of  way 
from  one  village  to  another,  and  if,  as  usually  happened  after 
bad  weather,  the  customary  track  was  ‘  foundrous,’  passengers 
had  the  right  to  take  their  beasts  over  the  edge  of  the  neigh¬ 
bouring  field,  even  if  it  were  under  corn.  Only  in  lands  of  en¬ 
closed  agriculture  like  Kent  or  Devon  was  the  road  imprisoned 
by  bank  and  hedge;  in  that  case  it  was  very  often  a  wind¬ 
ing  lane,  a  few  feet  broad  and  many  feet  deep,  across  which, 
according  to  tradition,  hounds  and  horsemen  had  been  known 
to  leap  over  the  hood  of  a  waggon.  The  roads  had  no  prepared 
surface,  though  on  some  of  the  larger  highways,  a  narrow 
causeway  of  stones  through  the  middle  of  the  mud  gave  footing 
for  the  saddle-  and  pack-horses.  In  nine  cases  out  of  ten  where 
we  use  a  bridge,  our  ancestors  splashed  through  a  ford. 

The  duty  of  keeping  the  road  open — that  is,  of  removing 
obstacles  and  occasionally  filling  up  the  worst  holes  with  a 
cartload  of  faggots  or  large  stones — fell  by  law  on  each  parish 
through  which  the  highway  passed.  The  unwilling  farmers 
usually  held  in  turns  the  office  of  Parish  Surveyor,  whose  duty  it 
was  to  direct  the  unpaid  service  of  six  days’  annual  work  on 
the  roads,  obligatory  on  every  parishioner,  but  largely  evaded 
and  nearly  worthless.  The  villagers  resented  this  corvee ,  on  the 
ground  that  it  was  unjust  to  throw  on  them  the  whole  upkeep 
of  a  highway  constantly  destroyed  by  the  traffic  of  distant  cities 
and  shires.  The  users  of  the  roads  ought  clearly  to  pay  for 
their  maintenance. 

At  the  close  of  the  Stuart  epoch  this  situation  was  met  in  a 
few  places  by  the  Turnpike  system.  Local  Trusts  were  formed 
and  were  empowered  by  Parliament  to  erect  toll-bars,  and  there 
levy  tolls  from  all  passengers  except  pedestrians,  in  return  for 
which  the  Trust  kept  up  the  few  miles  of  road  committed  to  its 
charge.  But  the  Turnpikes  only  began  to  be  really  effective 
between  1748  and  1770,  during  which  years  the  number  of 
Trusts  rose  from  1 60  to  530,  and  the  mileage  under  their  con¬ 
trol  was  quadrupled.  An  improvement  in  the  roads  of  Britain 
was  then  noticed,  perhaps  for  the  first  time  since  the  Romans. 

But  even  the  Turnpike  system  had  its  faults.  There  was 
no  co-ordination  or  general  supervision.  Many  of  the  Trusts, 
like  everything  administrative  in  that  epoch,  became  incompe¬ 
tent  and  corrupt.  And  the  best  of  them  had  seldom  the  money 
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or  the  power  for  up-to-date  undertakings,  for  example,  to 
divert  the  course  of  a  road  so  as  to  avoid  a  steep  bank,  up  which 
pack-horses  could  saunter,  but  which  in  slippery  weather  defied 
the  new-fangled  waggons  and  coaches.  Northern  fellsides  even 
to-day  show  many  bad  examples  of  still  undiverted  ‘  pack-horse 
roads/  Worst  of  all,  the  Turnpike  system  was  far  from  uni¬ 
versal.  A  great  part  of  the  mileage  was  still  maintained  only 
by  the  Parish  Surveyor  and  his  unwilling  gangs  of  conscript 
farmers.  So  it  might  happen  that  a  main  road  would  be  good 
for  twenty  miles,  indifferent  for  fifty  more,  and  would  suddenly 
become  a  quagmire  for  the  next  ten. 

Such  as  they  w  ere,  the  roads  in  the  early  years  of  George  III 
had  hard  usage,  for  canals  were  only  beginning.  The  new  era 
was  represented  on  the  larger  roads  by  waggons  and  carts 
carrying  goods,  and  by  the  first  lumbering  stage-coaches  with 
the  ‘  outsiders  ’  clinging  on  precariously  by  handles  to  the  un¬ 
seated  top.  On  the  more  improved  roads,  the  new  post-chaises, 
with  their  brisk  and  pert  postillions,  rattled  along  at  ten  miles 
an  hour,  the  wonder  of  all  beholders.  But  the  bulk  of  the  way¬ 
farers  were  riders  of  all  classes,  on  every  kind  of  business  and 
pleasure;  trains  of  led  pack-horses,  bearing  corn,  hardware  and 
coal ;  and  endless  droves  of  cattle,  sheep  and  pigs,  keeping  the 
roads  near  great  markets  in  a  perpetual  churn  of  filth. 

The  drovers,  formidable  in  numbers  if  not  in  respectability, 
were  opposed  to  the  introduction  of  hard  roads,  as  bad  for  the 
feet  of  their  beasts.  It  was  the  users  of  wheeled  vehicles  who 
clamoured  for  improvement,  and  as  they  were  usually  the  per¬ 
sons  of  most  wealth  or  enterprise,  and  as  they  increased  in 
number  with  every  decade,  their  complaints  received  more  and 
more  attention.  Yet  as  late  as  1788  Gunning  records  that  in 
North  Herefordshire  such  was  the  state  of  the  roads  that  ‘  from 
autumn  until  the  end  of  April  all  intercourse  between  the 
females  of  the  neighbouring  families  was  suspended,  unless  they 
would  consent  to  ride  on  -pillions ,  a  mode  of  travelling  at  that 
time  in  general  use.  In  the  spring  they  levelled  the  roads  by 
means  of  ploughs,  drawn  by  eight  or  ten  horses;  and  in  this 
state  they  remained  until  the  following  autumn.’ 

The  roads  converging  on  London  were  an  epitome  of  the 
activities  of  the  nation.  The  great  city  of  some  seven  hundred 
thousand  inhabitants,  more  than  a  dozen  times  as  large  as  Bris¬ 
tol  the  next  largest  in  the  island,*  had  daily  to  be  fed  from  the 
fat  of  the  land.  Night  and  day  hundreds  of  horses  in  relays 
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were  coming  up  at  trot  and  gallop,  from  the  South  Coast  and 
even  from  the  Berwick  and  Solway  salmon  fisheries,  bringing 
fresh  to  Billingsgate  the  best  fish  of  every  port.  A  hundred 
thousand  head  of  cattle  and  three-quarters  of  a  million  sheep 
yearly  walked  up  to  Smithfield  for  the  slaughter,  many  of  them 
from  Scotland  or  from  the  borders  of  Wales.  But  strangest  of 
all  to  the  modern  eye  would  be  the  droves  of  geese  and  turkeys, 
two  or  three  thousand  at  a  time,  waddling  slowly  and  loqua¬ 
ciously  along  all  the  roads  to  London  for  a  hundred  miles  round, 
between  August  and  October,  feeding  on  the  stubble  of  the 
fields  through  which  they  passed.  On  one  road,  from  Ipswich  to 
London,  1 50,000  turkeys  walked  over  the  Stour  bridge  each  year. 

Except  Bristol,  and  possibly  Manchester,  no  provincial 
town  of  Great  Britain  in  1760  had  over  50,000  inhabitants.1 
Cities  were  still  so  small  that  even  the  town-dweller  lived 
almost  in  the  breath  of  the  country,  and  could  stroll  out  to 
enjoy  it  whenever  he  wished.  This  fact  alone  marks  a  vital 
difference  in  the  mental  environment  of  the  leading  part  of  the 
community  in  those  days  as  compared  to  our  own. 

As  in  the  village,  so  in  the  city,  there  was  as  yet  no  sharp 
division  between  the  classes  of  employer  and  employed.  The 
capitalist  employer  was  still  rare,  though  not  nearly  so  rare  as 
a  hundred  years  before.  England,  indeed,  already  possessed 
the  greatest  quantity  of  easily  realisable  capital  of  any  country 
in  the  world,  at  the  disposal  of  government  when  it  was  waging 
a  war  of  which  ‘  the  City  ’  approved.  Our  great  commercial 
companies,  backed  by  the  Royal  Navy,  were  the  masters  of  the 
ocean  and  the  greatest  traders  on  the  face  of  the  globe.  But  our 
moneyed  men  were  usually  bankers  or  merchants.  The  very 
word  ‘  manufacturer  ’  still  signified,  in  accordance  with  its 
Latin  derivation,  a  workman  who  makes  goods  with  his  hands. 
It  had  not  acquired  the  modern  sense  of  a  capitalist  who 
employs  workmen  to  tend  machines. 

The  clothier  who  supplied  the  cottage  industrialists  with 
wool,  or  who  went  round  the  villages  to  collect  their  finished 
cloth,  was  acting  as  a  middleman.  In  the  towns  the  normal 
establishment  was  either  a  solitary  craftsman,  or  a  master  with 
a  few  hands  working  with  him  in  the  shop.  The  apprenticeship, 

1  In  1801,  the  first  national  census  shows  that  Birmingham,  Bristol, 
Glasgow,  Leeds,  Liverpool  and  Manchester  all  had  between  fifty  and  a 
hundred  thousand  when  the  nineteenth  century  opened. 
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through  which  the  master  and  his  journeyman  1  alike  had  had 
to  pass  in  their  youth,  stamped  them  of  the  same  class. 

Apprenticeship,  which  had  grown  up  locally  under  the 
mediaeval  guild  system,  had  been  imposed  on  the  whole 
country  as  the  precondition  of  employment  in  any  given  trade 
by  the  Statute  of  Artificers  of  1562,  by  which  the  Elizabethan 
statesmen  strove  with  some  success  to  make  seven  years’ 
apprenticeship  national  and  uniform.  This  system,  at  the 
beginning  of  the  eighteenth  century,  still  supplied  a  country 
sadly  lacking  in  educational  facilities  with  a  vast  machinery  of 
personal  training,  discipline  and  technical  instruction,  mould¬ 
ing  the  character  of  English  boys  and  youths,  whom  it  turned 
out  as  skilled  workmen.  Its  method  being  the  personal  rela¬ 
tion  of  master  and  apprentice,  it  would  necessarily  perish  as 
soon  as  capitalism  demanded  a  free  labour  market  and  the 
right  to  expand  each  individual  business  indefinitely. 

From  about  1720  onwards  apprenticeship  had  shown  signs 
of  decay,  and  the  monopoly  of  employment  for  those  who  had 
been  duly  apprenticed  was  a  rule  ever  less  enforced  by  the 
authorities,  national  or  local.  But  the  guilds  still  struggled  to 
maintain  it.  When  George  III  came  to  the  throne,  appren¬ 
ticeship  was  still  the  rule,  and  capitalist  employment  in  an  open 
labour  market  was  still  the  exception. 

The  best-known  song  of  apprentice  life,  Carey’s  ‘  Sally  in 
our  Alley,’  reproduces  the  real  life  and  feeling  of  the  people. 
Indeed,  the  popular  songs  of  the  eighteenth  century,  in  England 
and  in  the  land  of  Burns,  when  contrasted  with  those  of  our 
own  day,  remind  us  that  the  common  life,  though  often  narrow, 
ignorant  and  rough,  was  more  near  to  beauty  and  to  poetry 
than  it  has  since  become  in  a  world  driven  by  machines,  and 
vulgarised  by  hustle  and  advertisement. 

Equally  in  the  towns  and  among  the  craftsmen  in  the 
villages,  many  old-fashioned  crafts,  with  their  call  on  the 
artistic  skill  of  the  individual,  gave  to  daily  work  a  fascination, 
which  has  disappeared  from  many  of  the  mechanical  processes 
of  modern  manufacture  with  disastrous  results  to  the  interest 
and  happiness  of  the  working  day. 

There  is  indeed  a  reverse  to  any  pleasant  picture  of  town 
life  in  the  eighteenth  century,  and  Hogarth  has  painted  it: 
behind  his  jolly  ‘  Beer  Street  ’  ran  his  foul  ‘  Gin  Lane.’  In  every 

1  The  common  term  of  the  epoch  for  a  hired  workman,  whether  hired  by 
the  day  or  for  a  longer  period. 
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town,  besides  the  prosperous  masters,  journeymen  and  appren¬ 
tices,  lived  a  mass  of  beings,  physically  and  morally  corrupt,  for 
whose  bodies  no  one,  and  for  whose  souls  only  the  Methodists, 
had  a  thought  to  spare.  With  no  police,  save  watchmen  whose 
proceedings  were  a  constant  theme  of  mockery,  with  criminal 
laws  that  by  their  careless  ferocity  and  irregular  execution  fos¬ 
tered  crime,  the  mob  of  that  period  was  a  fearful  thing.  In  the 
Gordon  Riots  of  1780  it  went  near  to  burning  down  London. 

The  degraded  sediment  at  the  bottom  of  English  town  life 
was  not  the  result  of  the  old  social  and  economic  system,  which 
was  sound  and  humane.  It  was  the  result,  rather,  of  the 
antiquated  and  corrupt  framework  of  government.  Alike  in 
central  and  local  affairs  there  was  no  serious  attempt  made  to 
supply  education,  sanitation,  justice,  police,  prisons,  or  control 
of  drink  according  to  the  needs  of  the  community.  Institutions 
that  had  passed  muster  in  Tudor  times  were  allowed  to  fester 
away  without  being  brought  up  to  date,  or  were  even  per¬ 
mitted,  as  in  the  case  of  much  educational  provision,  to  be 
alienated  from  the  service  of  the  general  public. 

The  population  had  shifted  in  the  course  of  centuries,  but 
municipal  areas  were  as  fixed  as  the  hills.  The  art  of  legisla¬ 
tion,  not  unknown  to  the  Tudors,  had  been  lost. 

Already,  under  the  old  economic  system,  these  deficiencies 
in  government  were  producing  grave  social  evils.  And  when, 
after  the  Industrial  Revolution  had  transformed  everything 
else,  the  old  fabric  of  government  was  still  preserved  as  sacro¬ 
sanct  in  its  smallest  detail,  the  new  populations  suffered  a 
prolonged  moral  and  physical  catastrophe. 

The  Parliamentary  inertia  and  the  municipal  stagnation 
which  clogged  the  otherwise  vigorous  life  of  the  country 
were  closely  connected.  They  both  remained  untouched  till 
1831-5,  when  they  fell  together.  The  chartered  oligarchy 
which  misgoverned  the  town,  sometimes  enjoyed  the  further 
privilege  of  returning  its  two  members  to  Parliament,  at  the 
dictation  of  a  landed  magnate,  familiarly  known  as  the 
‘  borough-owner.’  Elsewhere  the  ‘  borough-owner  ’  returned 
the  members  not  through  the  municipal  oligarchy,  but  through 
a  few  other  privileged  individuals,  the  owners  of  certain  favoured 
fields,  houses,  or  in  some  cases  pigstyes,  to  which  was  attached 
the  right  of  voting  for  Parliament. 

The  House  of  Commons  had,  in  effect,  become  a  co-optive 
body,  and  was  unwilling,  by  a  Reform  Bill,  to  make  itself  once 
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more  elective  as  it  had  been  in  former  times.  It  could  not 
therefore  afford  to  reform  the  co-optive  town  oligarchies, 
which  also  sat  in  the  seat  once  occupied  by  the  democratic 
guilds  and  municipalities  of  the  mediaeval  boroughs.  This 
great  corruption  had  been  wrought  during  centuries  of  time, 
by  a  thousand  obscure  exigencies  of  political  and  personal 
faction,  by  the  migration  of  inhabitants,  and  latterly  by  the 
interference  in  the  boroughs  of  the  landed  aristocracy. 

The  system  was  an  abuse,  but  it  had  its  historical  mean¬ 
ing,  and  its  relation  to  reality.  For  it  must  always  be  remem¬ 
bered  that  without  the  acquiescence  of  the  landed  aristocracy 
the  powers  formerly  enjoyed  by  the  Crown  would  not  have 
been  allowed  to  remain  in  the  hands  of  the  House  of  Commons. 
The  failure  of  Cromwell’s  Commonwealth  had  proved  that. 
The  landlord  class,  in  return  for  supporting  the  supremacy  of 
the  Lower  House,  obtained  the  right  of  nominating  most  of  its 
members.  That  was  an  unwritten  clause  in  the  Settlement  of 
1689. 

Now  most  of  the  members  of  the  House  of  Commons  were 
returned,  not,  as  they  should  then  have  been,  by  the  counties, 
but  by  the  boroughs.  These  boroughs  were  some  of  them  still 
important  and  populous,  like  Burke’s  Bristol ;  others  were  mere 
market-towns  like  Appleby,  or  villages  like  East  and  West 
Looe;  or,  like  Old  Sarum,  had  shrunk  to  deserted  mounds 
since  they  were  first  represented  in  the  Plantagenet  Parlia¬ 
ments.  In  the  days  of  their  vigour,  in  the  Middle  Ages,  these 
Parliamentary  boroughs  had  not  been  able  by  their  votes  to 
control  the  King  and  the  Barons,  partly  because  the  power  of 
the  Lower  House  was  then  very  small,  partly  because  decisions 
in  the  House  did  not  go  strictly  by  the  counting  of  heads.  In 
John  of  Gaunt’s  time,  less  than  a  hundred  ‘  knights  of  the 
shire  ’  had  outweighed  in  influence  the  more  numerous 1 
representatives  of  the  towns.  But  in  the  eighteenth  century, 
when  one  vote  in  the  House  of  Commons  was  as  good  as 
another,  and  when  the  majority  of  the  House  of  Commons 
ruled  the  State,  the  borough  members  made  and  unmade 
governments.  It  was  therefore  in  a  sense  natural  that  the 
most  powerful  social  class,  the  landed  aristocracy,  should 
corruptly  nominate  most  of  the  town  representatives.  The 

1  More  numerous  at  least  as  regards  members  elected.  But  if  Professor 
Pollard  is  right,  only  a  small  minority  of  the  boroughs  in  the  Middle  Ages 
troubled  to  send  up  the  members  they  had  chosen. 
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proper  alternative  to  this  corrupt  system  would  have  been  a 
redistribution  of  s^ats,  which  would  have  made  the  county 
members  more  numerous  than  the  representatives  of  the 
boroughs.  Unfortunately,  the  idea  of  redistributing  the  Par¬ 
liamentary  seats  had  been  buried  in  the  grave  of  Cromwell. 

The  Parliamentary  Revolution,  in  the  final  form  that  it 
took  in  1689,  had  effectively  checkmated  the  attempt  of  the 
Crown  to  control  the  local  authorities.  This  saved  the  political 
liberties  of  England,  and  prevented  us  from  following  the  con¬ 
temporary  course  of  France,  Spain,  Italy  and  Germany  towards 
monarchical  despotism.  But  it  did  not  make  for  efficiency  or 
reform  in  administration,  and  it  was  not  accompanied  by  any 
attempt  to  revive  or  create  a  popular  element  in  local  govern¬ 
ment.  Power  was  left  in  the  hands  of  the  landed  aristocracy, 
with  the  municipal  oligarchies  as  its  congenial  instrument. 

So  Municipal  and  Parliamentary  corruption  flourished 
together.  Just  so  long  as  the  old  social  and  economic  system 
survived,  this  scheme  of  government  was  tolerable,  though  it 
lost  us  America.  Nor  need  it  have  lost  us  America,  had  not 
George  III,  taking  advantage  of  the  prevailing  corruption, 
made  a  belated  attempt  to  recover  the  lost  powers  of  the  Crown. 

That  unexpected  assault  of  the  young  King  on  the  rotten 
fabric  of  aristocratic  Whiggism  (1761-82),  provoked  a  third 
party  to  join  the  strife — the  democracy,  vaguely  reminiscent 
of  its  lost  rights.  Though  at  first  under  no  more  respectable 
leadership  than  that  of  Wilkes,  it  proved  a  formidable  opponent 
both  to  Crown  and  aristocracy,  because  it  found  a  point  d’appui 
in  London. 

London  was  not  part  of  the  aristocratic  system.  Its  muni¬ 
cipality  was  no  less  independent  and  democratic  than  it  had 
been  in  the  Middle  Ages.  It  had  always  been  a  third  power  in 
the  State,  alongside  the  King  and  Parliament,  and  it  was  so 
still.  The  fact  that  the  Royal  Court  was  held  outside  the  city 
boundaries,  usually  in  Westminster,  had  saved  the  capital  of 
England  from  ever  becoming  identified  with  the  Government. 
It  had  always  been  possible  to  close  the  gates  of  London  on  the 
King.  The  Crown  had  never  been  able  to  interfere  with  its 
municipal  administration,  save  during  the  few  years  preceding 
the  Revolution  of  1688 — the  exception  that  proved  the  rule  of 
London’s  independence. 

Even  in  the  eighteenth  century,  the  self-government  of 
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the  City  had  not,  like  so  much  else,  become  a  formality  and  a 
farce.  No  State  official,  and  no  landed  magnate,  could  boast  of 
exerting  influence  over  London.  Its  Court  of  Common  Council, 
which  so  often  voiced  the  national  feeling  on  foreign  and 
domestic  issues  in  the  absence  of  any  more  representative 
institution,  was  a  Parliament  of  small  shopkeepers  elected  by 
their  like.  Even  the  more  wealthy  and  dignified  members  of 
the  Court  of  Aldermen,  serving  for  life,  were  chosen  by  the 
ratepayers  in  their  Ward  elections. 

The  democratic  municipality  of  London  was  indeed  no 
more  efficient  as  a  port  and  shipping  authority,  no  more  en¬ 
lightened  in  providing  education,  public  recreation  or  sanita¬ 
tion  than  the  oligarchies  in  less  fortunate  towns.  As  regards 
the  management  of  prisons,  John  Wesley  wrote  to  the  papers, 
*  Of  all  the  seats  of  woe  on  this  side  Hell,  few,  I  suppose,  exceed 
or  even  equal  Newgate’;  and  Howard  confirmed  this  con¬ 
demnation  of  the  City  authorities.  On  the  other  hand,  the 
streets  of  the  capital  were  better  paved,  cleaned  and  lighted  than 
was  usual  in  that  era.  Indeed,  a  German  Prince,  who  came 
there  one  night,  thought  that  the  greatest  city  in  the  world 
had  been  illuminated  in  his  honour ! 

The  few  other  municipalities  which  were  still  based  on 
popular  election,  such  as  Norwich,  wasted  the  gift  of  liberty 
in  Whig  and  Tory  faction  fights  without  a  thought  of  the 
public  welfare.  The  very  idea  of  efficiency  and  reform  in 
government  seemed  contrary  to  the  spirit  of  that  happy,  care¬ 
less  old  England;  it  was  invented  by  the  Benthamites  for  an 
age  more  serious  and  more  grim. 

But  in  the  arena  of  national  politics,  the  democratic  London 
of  Wilkes’s  day  did  a  very  real  service  to  the  country  in  defying 
a  corrupted  Parliament  and  a  corrupting  King.  Between  the 
accession  of  George  III  and  the  French  Revolution,  London 
and  its  environs  became  the  scene  of  vigorous  contests  on 
political  principles,  which  had  been  lacking  in  England  since 
the  days  of  Queen  Anne.  At  the  very  gates  of  the  capital,  and 
within  its  political  orbit,  lay  two  constituencies  most  unlike 
the  ordinary  constituency  of  the  day — the  thickly  populated 
County  of  Middlesex  that  insisted  on  electing  Wilkes,  and  the 
City  of  Westminster,  which  enjoyed  the  rare  privilege  of  an 
extremely  democratic  franchise. 

The  Westminster  elections  were  of  national  importance, 
partly  because  of  their  exceptionally  popular  character  in  the  age 
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of  rotten  boroughs,  partly  because  of  their  neighbourhood  to 
the  Court  and  Parliament,  and  partly  because  of  the  tie  formed 
between  the  Westminster  electors  and  Charles  James  Fox. 
The  son  of  an  old  corruptionist  who  represented  to  the  nation 
all  that  was  most  profligate  in  the  political  oligarchy,  Fox 
became  the  first  great  democratic  leader  and  orator  of  modern 
England.  4  His  inmost  soul,’  wrote  Gibbon  in  horror,  *  is 
deeply  tinged  with  democracy.’  Under  the  spell  of  this  most 
aristocratic  of  democrats,  whose  life  dramatised  the  paradox  of 
English  politics  in  that  period,  Westminster  hustings  became 
a  notable  scene.  A  subject  of  Frederick  the  Great  of  Prussia, 
who  had  strayed  into  the  middle  of  a  Westminster  election  in 
1782,,  thus  describes  what  he  saw  and  felt  there: 

4  The  election  was  held  in  Covent-garden.  There  was  a 
scaffold  erected  just  before  the  door  of  a  very  handsome 
church.1  It  was  called  the  hustings ,  on  which  those  who  spoke 
to  the  people  stood.  In  the  area  before  the  hustings,  immense 
multitudes  of  people  were  assembled;  of  whom  the  greatest 
part  seemed  to  be  of  the  lowest  order.  To  this  tumultuous 
crowd,  however,  the  speakers  often  bowed  very  low,  and  always 
addressed  them  by  the  title  of  gentlemen.  When  you  see  how 
in  this  happy  country  the  lowest  and  meanest  member  of 
society  testifies  the  interest  he  takes  in  everything  of  a  public 
nature,  when  you  see  how  high  and  low,  rich  and  poor,  all 
concur  in  declaring  their  feelings  and  their  convictions,  how 
a  carter,  a  common  tar,  a  scavenger,  is  still  a  man,  nay,  an 
Englishman, — take  my  word  for  it  you  will  feel  yourself  very 
differently  affected  from  what  you  are  when  staring  at  our 
soldiers  in  their  exercises  at  Berlin.’ 

It  is  true  that  if  the  good  man  had  witnessed  an  election  at 
an  average  English  borough,  or  had  ascertained  that  Man¬ 
chester  and  Birmingham  were  unrepresented,  he  might  have 
felt  less  enraptured.  Nevertheless,  he  had  seen  something  great, 
which  had  then  no  parallel  in  France,  Spain,  Italy  or  in  his 
own  country,  something  which,  for  all  its  absurdities,  was  of 
the  heart  of  England. 

1  St.  Paul’s  in  Covent  Garden.  This  quotation,  like  that  on  p.  7,  comes 
from  the  remarkable  and  fascinating  work,  Travels  through  Several  Paris 
of  England  in  1782,  by  Charles  P.  Moritz,  translated  from  the  German, 
1795- 
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CHAPTER  II 

England  on  the  eve  of  the  Industrial  Revolution  (II) — County  Elections — 
The  gentry,  their  life  and  culture— The  magistrates — The  clergy — 
Universities  and  education— Justice. 

Scotland  in  the  Eighteenth  Century. 

Not  only  London,  Westminster  and  a  few  of  the  less  rotten 
boroughs,  but  a  fair  number  of  the  counties,  were  the  scenes  of 
genuine  political  contests.  Whereas  in  the  boroughs  the  fran¬ 
chise  was  as  irregular  as  an  extravagant  and  comic  fancy  could 
have  made  it,  in  the  counties  an  uniform  franchise  had  been 
fixed  by  an  Act  of  Parliament,  passed  while  our  expeditionary 
force  was  fighting  Joan  of  Arc.  Ever  since  that  distant  day 
the  county  vote  had  been  the  proud  privilege  of  all  freeholders 
possessing  land  to  the  annual  value  of  forty  shillings. 

The  county  voters,  therefore,  tended  to  be  independent 
men.  Their  ranks  contained  all  the  landed  gentry,  the  yeomen 
farming  their  own  land,  and  many  substantial  citizens  of 
unenfranchised  cities  and  urban  districts,  who  formed  a  speci¬ 
ally  numerous  class  in  counties  like  Yorkshire  and  Lancashire. 
It  is  true  that  Rutland  had  two  members,  and  the  largest  shire 
had  no  more.1  It  is  true  that  the  borough  members  out¬ 
numbered  the  county  members  by  four  to  one.  But  the  county 
representation  of  England,  unlike  that  of  Scotland,  at  least 
gave  some  Parliamentary  expression  to  a  real  section  of 
popular  feeling,  even  though  in  most  counties  it  was  mainly 
the  feeling  of  the  gentry.  ‘  The  voice  of  England,’  it  was  said, 

‘  spoke  through  her  freeholders.’ 

The  greatest  Whig  and  the  greatest  Tory  triumphs  were 
both  countersigned  by  the  county  members.  In  April  1780, 
when  the  House  passed  Dunning’s  famous  Resolution  that 
‘  the  influence  of  the  Crown  has  increased,  is  increasing,  and 
ought  to  be  diminished,’  sixty-two  members  for  English 
counties  voted  ‘  aye,’  and  only  eight  ‘  no.’  And  when,  foul- 
years  after,  Pitt  defeated  Fox  and  North  at  the  polls,  the  fact 
that  the  counties  went  with  the  young  man  and  that  the  York¬ 
shire  freeholders  chose  Wilberforce,  in  spite  of  the  great  Whig 
families,  gave  assurance  that  not  the  borough-owners  only  but 
England  herself  had  turned  against  the  Coalition.  Finally,  in 

1  In  1821  Yorkshire  obtained  fonr  members.  Otherwise  no  English 
county  had  more  or  less  than  two  until  the  Reform  Bill. 
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July  1831,  the  English  county  members  voted  by  ten  to  one 
tor  the  Reform  Bilb  that  abolished  the  rotten  boroughs. 

Yet  it  would  be  a  mistake  to  suppose  that  the  counties 
were  wholly  free  from  electoral  dictation.  In  some  shires, 
where  two  or  three  great  families,  together  irresistible,  had 
agreed  to  divide  the  spoils  of  battle,  no  contests  took  place  at 
all.  In  1794  we  read  of  Cumberland:  ‘  This  County  is  com¬ 
pletely  aristocratic.  An  election  contest,  which  is  said  to  have 
cost  £100,000,  happened  in  1768,  between  the  interests  of  the 
Duke  of  Portland  and  those  of  the  Earl  of  Lonsdale.  To  pre¬ 
vent  expences,  these  noblemen  have  agreed  to  send  each  one 
member.’  And  even  in  the  most  independent  counties,  though 
the  contests  were  fought  on  political  principles,  the  rival  hosts 
were  marshalled  under  the  banners  of  great  families  who 
fought  each  other  for  the  lead  of  the  county,  and  who  rode  to 
the  poll  at  the  head  of  cavalcades  of  gentry  and  yeomen,  their 
hats  streaming  with  ribbons  of  yellow  or  blue. 

This  alliance  between  the  spirit  of  aristocracy  and  the 
spirit  of  popular  rights,  each  taking  the  other  entirely  for 
granted,  was  native  of  the  soil  of  England.  It  was  sanctified 
by  custom,  sport  and  hospitality,  deeply  pledged  in  the  punch- 
bowlj  renewed  in  the  hunting-field  and  at  the  race-meeting. 
It  was  the  natural  offspring  of  a  healthy  society  based  on 
widely  diffused  small  properties  and  on  the  absence  of  very 
obvious  economic  oppression  of  class  by  class.  The  political 
spirit  of  the  eighteenth  century  was  based  not  on  the  equality 
but  on  the  harmony  of  classes.  It  was  far  removed  alike  from 
the  rebellious  Radicalism  and  the  reactionary  Toryism  which 
soon  afterwards  sprang  up  from  the  combined  effect  of  the 
Industrial  and  the  French  Revolutions.  Chatham’s  ‘  loyal 
Britons  ’  had  not  yet  become  Burke’s  *  swinish  multitude.’ 
Poor  and  rich  together  took  a  patriotic  pride  in  our  ‘  free  con¬ 
stitution,’  which  they  continually  contrasted  with  the  slavery  of 
continental  countries. 

In  such  a  society  the  members  of  the  upper  class  were 
singularly  fortunate  in  their  lot.  A  position  of  such  complete 
social  and  political  supremacy  as  theirs,  so  little  challenged, 
and  so  closely  identified  in  history  and  in  popular  opinion 
with  the  liberties  of  their  country,  has  never  perhaps  been  seen 
in  any  other  age  or  land.  In  the  government  of  the  country 
and  the  Empire  there  was  much  to  blame  as  well  as  to  praise, 
but  no  aristocracy  has  ever  better  fulfilled  the  functions  for  the 


20  EIGHTEENTH-CENTURY  ENGLAND 

performance  of  which  aristocracy  specially  exists,  but  in  which 
it  too  often  fails — the  intelligent  patronage  of  art,  philosophy 
and  literature,  and  the  living  of  a  many-sided  and  truly  civi¬ 
lised  life  by  means  of  wealth  and  leisure  well  applied.  They 
look  down  on  us,  those  fortunate  beings,  from  the  canvases  of 
Gainsborough  and  Reynolds,  with  a  self-satisfaction  trium¬ 
phantly  justified. 

Unlike  the  French  nobles  of  that  day,  the  English  gentry 
were  not  a  caste,  refusing  to  intermarry  with  the  bourgeoisie  or 
to  put  their  younger  sons  into  commerce.  Unlike  the  French 
nobles,  they  were  so  far  from  being  unoccupied,  that  they 
were  overburdened  with  public  affairs:  they  monopolised 
politics  and  administration,  central  and  local,  which  in  France 
was  left  to  State  officials.  Unlike  most  French  nobles,  they 
rejoiced  to  live  a  country  life  on  their  estates:  many  of  them, 
like  Coke  of  Norfolk,  became  ‘  improving  landlords,’  breeding 
sheep,  sowing  turnips,  enclosing  fields,  moving  among  their 
farmers  with  patriarchal  familiarity:  and  all  of  them,  what¬ 
ever  else  they  did  or  failed  to  do,  shot  game  or  hunted  the  fox. 

The  smaller  country  houses  contained  all  the  year  round 
the  homelier  squires,  whose  ideas  of  fashion  and  society  were 
limited  to  an  occasional  visit  with  their  family  to  the  county 
capita]  or  the  nearest  watering-place.  The  great  country 
houses,  which  abroad  would  have  been  called  palaces,  received, 
for  six  months  out  of  the  twelve,  the  lords  of  London  fashion 
and  politics.  From  those  centres  of  civilisation,  Stowe  or 
Woburn,  Holkham  or  Althorp,  the  latest  novelties  of  the  age 
were  spread  among  the  more  bucolic  squirearchy  around.  By 
the  end  of  the  peaceful  century  the  rough  and  ignorant 
Osbaldistones  and  Squire  Westerns  had  disappeared.  The 
small  provincial  gentry  of  the  West,  as  drawn  by  Miss  Austen 
at  the  close  of  the  century,  are  nice  in  their  gentility  almost  to 
a  fault,  and  are  all  either  well-read  or  accustomed  to  pay  a  con¬ 
ventional  homage  to  the  Muses.  It  is  significant  of  much  that, 
although  duelling  was  still  practised  under  carefully  enforced 
rules,  gentlemen  were  ceasing  to  wear  swords  in  the  early  years 
of  George  III,  because  ‘  iron  of  itself  draws  a  man  on.’ 

The  improvement  of  the  upper  class  as  a  whole,  in  educa¬ 
tion  and  manners,  had  been  assisted  by  the  disappearance  of 
the  small  squires,  not  far  removed  by  wealth  and  outlook  from 
the  yeoman ;  by  the  regime  of  ‘  Beau  Nash  ’  at  Bath  as  a 
school  of  politeness  in  the  first  half  of  the  century;  by  the 
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institution  of  circulating  libraries;  by  the  increased  habit  of 
travel  in  search  of  antiquities  and  the  picturesque  abroad, 
and,  with  the  advent  of  better  roads,  even  in  England.  In 
September  1785  Gibbon  was  told  that  40,000  English,  count¬ 
ing  masters  and  servants,  were  touring  or  resident  on  the 
Continent.  Under  Rousseau’s  influence,  the  dislike  of  moun¬ 
tains  had  so  far  diminished  that  every  year  more  than  one  book 
on  Swiss  scenery  was  published  in  England,  although  Alpine 
climbing  was  still  in  the  future.  Already  in  1788,  according  to 
Wilberforce,  ‘  the  banks  of  the  Thames  are  scarcely  more 
public  than  those  of  Windermere.’  But  few  people  except 
shepherds  visited  the  mountain-tops  that  looked  down  upon 
the  Lakes,  and  the  day  of  Highland  scenery  had  to  wait  for 
Walter  Scott. 

The  English  aristocracy  were  then  the  art  patrons  of  the 
world.  It  was  the  custom  of  the  great  ‘  milords  ’  and  wealthier 
gentry  to  spend  one  or  two  years  between  college  and  the 
beginning  of  their  Parliamentary  careers  in  making  the  ‘  grand 
tour,’  living,  not  in  English-speaking  hotels,  but  in  the  polite 
dilettante  society  of  French  and  Italian  Courts.  Here  they 
formed  artistic  and  antiquarian  connections  that  lasted  them  a 
lifetime.  They  bought  up  the  old  masters  then  in  fashion,  and 
subscribed  more  heavily  than  the  native  princes  to  French  and 
Italian  books  of  engraving  and  editions  de  luxe .  A  pile  of  novels 
and  magazines  was  not  then  held  to  be  sufficient  mental  pab¬ 
ulum  for  a  party  of  ladies  and  gentlemen  at  an  English  country- 
house.  Noblesse  obliged  everyone  who  was  proud  of  his  country 
home  to  have  a  large  library  and  to  fill  its  shelves  with  the  best 
authors,  ancient  and  modern.  Nor  did  the  owner  and  his 
guests  leave  them  wholly  unread,  as  is  proved  by  the  copious 
fragments  of  Virgil  and  Horace,  Shakespeare  and  Milton  that 
they  deftly  threw  at  one  another’s  heads  in  Parliament,  in 
conversation  and  in  their  private  correspondence.  They  used 
their  monopoly  of  social  power  to  compel  the  world  to  regard 
Shakespeare  as  the  greatest  of  mankind,  and  to  accept  Hume, 
Gibbon  and  Dr.  Johnson  as  among  the  first  citizens  of  the  State. 

Fashion  and  sport  were  not  then  divorced  from  intellectual 
culture.  Fox-hunting,  racing  and  even  the  heavy  gambling  of 
the  period  by  no  means  excused  their  devotees  from  a  gentle¬ 
man’s  duty  to  the  Muses.  Society,  when  Charles  Fox  was  its 
leader,  was  as  literary  and  as  cultivated  as  it  was  fashionable, 
athletic,  dissipated  and  political.  It  made  the  most  both  of 
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town  and  country,  body  and  mind.  It  had  faults,  of  which 
drunkenness  and  gambling  were  the  worst,  but  it  lived  a  life 
more  completely  and  finely  human  than  any  perhaps  that  has 
been  lived  by  a  whole  class  since  the  days  of  the  freemen  of 
Athens. 

Rural  England,  which  was  then  three-fourths  of  England, 
was  governed  by  the  absolute  patriarchal  sway  of  the  Justices 
of  the  Peace.  Of  county  self-government  there  was  none,  till 
the  establishment  of  County  Councils  in  1888.  Of  parish  self- 
government  there  was  little  left,  except  in  the  organisation  of 
the  partially  communist  agriculture  of  the  ‘  open-field  ’  system.1 

The  Justices  of  the  Peace  absorbed  more  and  more  judicial 
and  administrative  functions,  thrust  upon  them  by  a  Parliament 
composed  of  country  gentlemen  like  themselves — justices  gone 
up  to  the  national  Quarter  Sessions  at  Westminster.  Indeed, 
the  magistrates  in  the  eighteenth  century  were  hardly  in  any 
way  controlled  or  inspected  by  the  central  authorities.  Though 
nominees  of  the  Crown,  they  in  fact  co-opted  each  other,  for 
the  Government  accepted  the  recommendations  of  the  Lord- 
Lieutenant,  a  local  magnate  primarily  anxious  to  stand  well 
with  the  squires  of  the  county. 

The  office  of  Justice  of  the  Peace  had  been  established  in 
Plantagenet  times  as  a  working  compromise  between  the 
powers  claimed  by  the  Crown  and  the  influence  exercised  by 
local  landowners.  Later  on,  the  Tudor  and  Stuart  monarchs 
had,  for  a  period  of  two  hundred  years,  tried  to  make  these  un¬ 
paid  local  magistrates  subserve  the  purposes  of  a  bureaucracy 
devoted  to  the  partisan  projects  of  the  Crown.  But  this  long 
experiment  had  broken  down  in  the  final  crash  of  1688. 
Thenceforward  the  Justices  of  the  Peace  may  be  said  rather  to 
have  controlled  the  Central  Government  through  the  Houses  of 
Parliament  than  to  have  been  themselves  under  any  supervision. 
Nominally  State  officials,  they  really  represented  feudal  power 
tempered  by  civilisation  and  public  spirit. 

They  were  in  fact  responsible  to  no  one,  though  they  were 
subject  to  the  bitter  criticism  of  Fielding,  Smollett  and  other 
writers.  And  their  powers  and  functions  covered  all  sides  of 

1  This  was  often  settled  in  the  Manor  Courts,  which  disappeared  with 
the  ‘  open  fields.’  The  turbulent  democracy  of  the  rare  Open  Vestry, 
which  became  an  organ  of  early  Radicalism,  seems  to  have  asserted  itself 
in  towns  and  urban  districts  like  Whitechapel,  Leeds  and  Manchester, 
rather  than  among  the  submissive  rustics. 
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county  life.  They  administered  justice  in  Quarter  or  Petty  Ses¬ 
sions,  or  in  the  private  house  of  a  single  magistrate.  They  kept 
up  the  prisons  and  the  bridges.  They  licensed  the  public- 
houses.  They  administered  the  Poor  Law.  They  levied  a 
county  rate,  dhese  and  a  hundred  other  aspects  of  county 
business  lay  in  their  absolute  control.  But  they  had  not,  for  the 
multifarious  purposes  of  justice  and  administration,  any  proper 
staff  in  their  pay.  Prisons  and  workhouses,  like  everything 
else,  were  farmed  out  to  contractors,  with  results  disastrous  to 
efficiency  and  humanity. 

In  Westminster  and  Middlesex — that  is  to  say,  in  the 
greater  London  outside  the  jurisdiction  of  the  City  Magis¬ 
trates — the  amateur  services  of  unpaid  justices  were  inadequate 
to.  cope  with  so  large  and  turbulent  a  population.  The  tradi¬ 
tions  of  a  more  professional  magistracy  were  started  by  the 
Fielding  brothers  in  their  office  at  Bow  Street.1  This  led  to 
the  institution  of  Stipendiary  Magistrates  for  Middlesex, 
at  first  out  of  secret  service  money,  and  in  1792  by  Act  of 
Parliament.  But  everywhere  else,  in  town  and  country,  the 
justices  were  unpaid. 

At  the  time  George  III  came  to  the  throne,  the  justices 
who  did  most  of  the  work  in  rural  districts  were  substantial 
squires,  too  rich  to  be  corrupt  or  mean,  too  proud  to  truckle  to 
Government,  anxious  to  stand  well  with  their  neighbours,  but 
filled  with  all  the  prejudices  as  well  as  the  merits  of  their  class — 
fierce  to  the  point  of  cruelty  against  poachers,  and  armed  with 
such  a  combination  of  powers  that  the  occasional  tyrant  among 
them  became  an  irremovable  curse  to  the  countryside.  On  the 
whole,  they  rendered  England  great  service.  Nevertheless,  it 
was  a  misfortune  that  when  the  Industrial  Revolution  began  to 
set  classes  in  bitter  opposition  to  one  another,  justice,  adminis¬ 
tration  and  influence  were  entirely  in  the  hands  of  one  of  the 
interested  parties. 

A  characteristic  feature  of  the  eighteenth  century  was  the 
number  and  prominence  of  clergy  on  the  magisterial  bench. 
Some  of  the  most  active,  law-learned  and  beneficent  of  the 
justices  were  clergymen,  and  it  was  only  after  the  close  of  the 
century  that  the  violent  partisanship  of  the  Church  against  the 

1  Henry  Fielding,  the  author  of  Tom  Jones,  was  equally  well  known  in 
his  own  day  as  Justice  of  the  Peace  for  Westminster.  The  beginnings  of 
an  effective  public  service  that  he  founded  in  that  capacity  were  carried  on, 
after  his  death  in  1754,  by  his  half-brother,  the  blind  Sir  John  Fielding,  who 
died  in  1780. 
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new  Radicalism  brought  the  ‘  parson  magistrate  ’  into  popular 
odium  in  the  days  of  Peterloo. 

The  clergy  were  at  this  time  more  closely  identified  with 
the  squirearchy  than  ever  before  or  since.  The  clerical  aspect  of 
their  office  was  little  emphasised  by  the  prevalent  philosophy 
of  religion.  All  ‘  enthusiasm  ’  was  condemned  by  well-bred 
persons  and  left  to  the  Methodists.  The  fires  of  sectarian 
controversy  that  had  blazed  throughout  the  Stuart  period  and 
had  flared  up  for  the  last  time  in  Queen  Anne’s  reign  over  the 
Sacheverell  trial,  had  died  down  under  the  restraining  influ¬ 
ence  of  bishops  appointed  by  Whig  Ministers,  whose  motto  in 
religious  affairs  was  4  let  sleeping  dogs  lie.’  For  a  time  the 
English  clergy  became  the  least  clerical  of  priesthoods.  The 
more  public-spirited  and  ambitious  among  their  number  found 
an  outlet  for  their  energies  on  the  magisterial  bench,  while  many 
more  hunted  and  shot  and  joined  in  the  ordinary  social  life  of 
the  neighbouring  squires. 

In  mediaeval  and  in  Stuart  times,  when  the  economic  posi¬ 
tion  of  the  clergy  was  bad,  their  ranks  had  been  recruited 
largely  from  a  lower  class.  But  with  the  rise  of  tithe  and  the 
value  of  the  livings,  their  social  status  had  gone  up.  It  became 
more  and  more  the  custom,  as  the  eighteenth  century  went  on, 
for  a  rich  landowner  to  add  to  the  value  of  the  family  living, 
build  on  a  few  more  rooms  to  the  parsonage,  and  appoint  one  of 
his  own  sons.  At  length  the  gentry  and  the  parsons  became 
fused  into  a  single  type;  in  reading  Miss  Austen’s  novels,  the 
most  accurate  of  all  miniatures  of  social  life,  it  is  often  difficult 
to  remember  which  of  the 
which  a  squire. 

The  Nonconformists,  numerous  only  in  the  towns,  even 
there  enjoyed  toleration  but  not  equality.  The  sacramental  test 
was  designed  to  keep  all  save  Church  communicants  out  of 
municipal  and  magisterial  office,  and  although  the  annual 
passage  of  an  Indemnity  Act  allowed  this  law  frequently  to  be 
evaded,  the  more  conscientious  Dissenters  were  in  fact  as  well 
as  law  excluded.  The  close  oligarchies  that  governed  the  towns 
were  strongholds  of  Church  and  State,  and  seldom  contained 
any  but  Churchmen.  There  were  many  other  signs  of  religious 
inequality,  most  of  which  remained  until  the  latter  half  of  Queen 
Victoria’s  reign ; — the  Dissenters  were  compelled  to  pay  parish 
rates  to  maintain  the  Church  fabric,  though  this  was  little 


young  lovers  is  a  clergyman  and 
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objected  to  until  the  nineteenth  century;  legal  marriages  could 
only  be  celebrated  by  clergymen  of  the  established  Church ;  no 
service  save  that  of  the  Prayer  Book  could  be  read  over  the 
dead ;  charitable  and  educational  endowments  were  generally 
under  the  control  of  the  clergy  and  used  for  Church  people 
only;  the  Universities  were  a  Church  monopoly,  from  the 
advantages  of  which  Dissenters  and  Roman  Catholics  were 
excluded. 

The  new  fact  of  religious  life  in  the  eighteenth  century  was 
Methodism.  The  mission  of  John  Wesley,  by  its  astonishing 
success,  goes  far  to  upset  all  generalisations  about  the  sub¬ 
dued  and  rational  spirit  of  the  eighteenth  century,  for  the  very 
essence  of  Wesley’s  movement  was  ‘  enthusiasm,’  and  it  swept 
the  country.  The  upper  classes,  however,  remained  hostile  to 
Methodism,  and  the  established  Church  thrust  it  out  to  join 
its  potent  young  force  to  that  of  the  old  Dissenting  bodies. 
The  ultimate  consequence  was  that  the  Nonconformists  rose 
from  about  a  twentieth  of  the  church-goers  to  something  near 
a  half.  Wesley’s  Methodism  became  the  religion  of  the 
neglected  poor. 

Eventually,  too,  Methodism  reacted  on  the  gentry  in  the 
polite  and  orthodox  form  of  an  evangelical  movement  inside 
the  Church  of  England.  But  that  movement,  which  under  the 
leadership  of  Wilberforce  had  great  effects  both  on  society  and 
on  politics,  was  only  beginning  when  the  French  Revolution 
broke  out.  In  the  earlier  years  of  George  Ill’s  reign,  during 
the  height  of  Wesley’s  missionary  success,  the  upper  class,  and 
particularly  the  leaders  of  politics  and  fashion,  were  not  distin¬ 
guished  by  religious  zeal  or  by  strictness  of  life.  The  society  of 
Gibbon,  of  Charles  Fox  and  of  the  Duchess  of  Devonshire,  had 
the  faults  and  virtues  of  people  who  make  the  most  of  this 
world,  leaving  the  next  one  to  take  care  of  itself. 

In  that  age,  so  vigorous  in  agriculture  and  commerce,  in 
scientific  inventions  and  geographical  discoveries,  and  adorned 
in  art,  literature  and  philosophy  by  the  work  of  so  many  indivi¬ 
dual  writers  of  genius,  a  creeping  paralysis  infected  every  estab¬ 
lished  and  endowed  institution.  This  was  mainly  because  the 
institutions  had  to  fear  no  organised  public  opinion  and  no 
serious  threat  of  change  or  reform.  The  resounding  triumph  of 
corporate  rights  and  vested  interests  over  the  ill-advised  attack 
of  James  II,  though  necessary  to  preserve  our  liberties  in  1688, 
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had  for  a  long  time  afterwards  the  bad  effect  of  freeing  all  privi¬ 
leged  persons  from  any  dread  of  inquiry  or  interference.  As  in 
the  Parliamentary  and  Municipal  system,  so  in  the  Church, 
sinecurism  and  absenteeism  were  rampant,  and  the  better-paid 
posts  were  regarded,  not  as  opportunities  to  do  service  to  the 
community,  but  as  provision  made  for  the  younger  sons,  the 
relations  and  clients  of  the  ruling  families.  *  Parliamentary  in¬ 
fluence  ’  was  the  centre  of  a  vast  ramification  of  personal  ‘  graft,’ 
which  decided  the  bestowal  of  all  kinds  of  posts,  civil  and  eccle¬ 
siastical,  naval  and  military. 

While  all  old-established  institutions  were  more  or  less 
corrupted  from  their  avowed  purpose,  it  is  not  surprising  that 
the  University  of  Oxford  should  in  this  slumberous  period  have 
made  very  little  pretence  of  fulfilling  its  functions.  Early  in  the 
reign  of  George  III  a  foreign  visitor  witnessed  with  amazement 
the  Oxford  examination  as  it  was  then  conducted :  ‘  The  Pre¬ 
siding  Examiner,  the  Candidate  for  a  degree  and  the  three 
Opponents  came  into  the  Schools  and  amid  profound  silence 
passed  the  statutory  time  in  the  study  of  a  novel  or  other  enter¬ 
taining  work.’  The  election  of  Old  Sarum  was  not  more  of 
a  farce.  Oxford’s  most  famous  children  have  confirmed  the 
judgment  of  strangers.  Newman  declared,  with  a  slight  exag¬ 
geration,  that  Oxford  ‘  gave  no  education  at  all  to  the  youth 
committed  to  its  keeping,’  prior  to  1800,  when  a  real  examina¬ 
tion  for  the  degree  was  established.  Gibbon,  who  had  been 
there  in  the  worst  period,  has  left  a  terrible  indictment.  He  as¬ 
cribed  the  failure  of  the  ancient  Universities  to  the  fact  that 
their  government  ‘  still  remained  in  the  hands  of  the  clergy, ’and 
he  deplored  the  monopoly  enjoyed  by  Oxford  and  Cambridge 
of  all  the  University  privileges  in  England,  because,  as  he  too 
truly  remarked,  ‘  the  spirit  of  monopolists  is  narrow,  lazy  and 
oppressive.’ 

‘  Cambridge,’  added  Gibbon,  ‘  appears  to  have  been  less 
deeply  infected  than  her  sister  with  the  vices  of  the  Cloyster.’ 
But  if  Cambridge  shone  at  all,  it  was  only  in  comparison  with 
Oxford.  Owing  to  the  permanent  influence  of  Newton,  the 
Mathematical  Tripos  was  a  real  test  of  knowledge,  and  had 
normally  to  be  taken  by  candidates  for  degrees,  though  the 
number  of  entries  was  very  small.1  It  had  an  enduring  effect 
on  the  intellectual  life  and  traditions  of  the  University,  and 
attracted  to  Cambridge  clever,  poor  boys  from  the  small 
1  The  Classical  Tripos  was  only  set  up  in  1824. 
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schools  of  Northern  England.  But  on  the  walls  of  the  Cam¬ 
bridge  Colleges  therejs  a  singular  absence  of  portraits  of  great 
men  of  learning  between  the  period  of  Bentley  and  the  period 
of  Porson. 

The  number  of  students  at  the  two  English  Universities 
was  disgracefully  low,  not  much  more  than  half  what  it  had 
been  in  the  time  of  Laud  and  Milton,  and  a  bare  tithe  of  what  it 
is  to-day  in  spite  of  the  modern  competition  of  numerous  other 
Universities.  The  decay  not  only  of  Oxford  and  Cambridge 
but  of  the  schools  that  fed  them  was  indicated  by  this  decline  in 
numbers,  which  was  most  marked  at  Cambridge. 

Although  they  were  the  only  Universities  in  England 
and  Wales,  Protestant  Dissenters  and  Roman  Catholics 
were  excluded  from  them  by  law.1  Instead  of  being  the 
national  centres  of  learning  and  instruction,  they  were  little 
more  than  comfortable  monastic  establishments  for  clerical 
sinecurists  with  a  tinge  of  letters;  while  young  men  of  family, 
between  Eton  and  the  Grand  Tour,  and  a  number  of  more 
ordinary  individuals  designed  for  the  Church,  spent  their  time 
there  very  pleasantly,  some  with  a  great  deal  of  drinking  and 
cheerful  noise,  and  some  with  a  little  reading  of  books.  The 
progress  of  reform  in  Oxford  and  Cambridge  in  the  nineteenth 
century  has  been  greater  than  the  progress  of  reform  in  any 
other  institution  that  we  have  inherited  from  the  distant  past. 
The  history  of  the  two  senior  Universities  of  England  is  the 
strongest  case  that  can  be  quoted  by  the  conservative  re¬ 
former,  who  thinks  that  the  most  corrupt  of  ancient  institutions 
are  always  capable  of  adaptation  to  the  needs  of  a  new  age,  with¬ 
out  breaking  the  vital  thread  of  a  great  historic  tradition. 

A  nation  that  could  see  with  indifference  the  prostitution  of 
its  University  endowments,  was  not  very  likely  to  set  much 
store  by  primary  or  secondary  education.  And  indeed  the 
schools  of  England  in  the  eighteenth  century  were  a  disgrace, 
whether  compared  with  those  of  the  past  or  of  the  future,  or  of 
contemporary  Scotland.  ‘  It  has  been  estimated,’  writes  an 
eminent  educational  expert  of  our  day,2  ‘  that  the  condition  of 
our  “  public  ”  or  higher  schools  was  worse  between  1750  and 
1840  than  at  any  time  since  King  Alfred.  The  grammar 

1  Cambridge  sometimes  allowed  Dissenters  to  matriculate  and  reside  as 
undergraduates,  but  not  to  take  degrees,  emoluments  or  offices.  Oxford 
excluded  them  altogether  from  the  sacred  precincts. 

-  Marvin,  Century  of  Hope,  p  204. 
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schools  were  largely  derelict,  often  scandalous.  Sometimes  for 
half  a  century  or  more  only  half  a  dozen  boys  might  have 
attended  the  school  at  some  large  centre  of  population.’  The 
endowments  of  the  secondary  schools  were  to  a  large  extent  em¬ 
bezzled  by  absentee  masters,  imitative  of  the  example  set  them 
by  the  official  class  in  other  spheres  of  Church  and  State. 
Matthew  Arnold’s  exaggerated  but  useful  complaint  that  ‘  our 
middle  classes  are  the  worst  educated  in  the  world,’  would  have 
been  nearer  to  the  truth,  if  uttered  a  hundred  years  before 
his  day.  As  to  the  labourers,  in  the  eighteenth  century  there 
was  no  provision  for  the  education  of  their  families,  save  a  few 
Schools  of  Industry  for  paupers,  and  an  occasional  Dame’s 
School,  where  children  still  too  small  to  be  useful  in  industry 
learnt  to  sit  still  and  sometimes  to  read.  It  must  be  remem¬ 
bered  that  so  long  as  the  apprenticeship  system  was  still  vital, 
the  training  and  discipline  of  boys  and  youths  were  not  so  com¬ 
pletely  neglected  as  the  absence  of  schools  would  seem  to  us 
to  imply. 

Some,  however,  of  the  old  endowed  grammar  schools  were 
neither  scandalous  nor  inefficient,  for  example  the  school  at 
Hawkshead,  where  Wordsworth  was  so  happily  educated 
(1778-87)  in  the  bosom  of  nature,  and  amid  the  healthy  com¬ 
panionship  of  north-country  yeomen’s  sons.  The  absence  of 
organised  athleticism,1  examination,  inspection  or  competi¬ 
tion,  though  it  may  have  been  bad  for  the  public  interest  and 
for  the  average  pupil,  was  good  for  genius,  which  flourished 
more  when  left  to  itself  than  it  does  under  the  constant  pressure 
and  excitement  of  our  own  day. 

Only  a  small  proportion  of  the  people  were  properly  edu¬ 
cated,  and  most  were  not  educated  at  all.  There  was  no  large 
half-educated  class,  and  therefore  the  intellectual  and  literary 
standard  of  our  ancestors  was  in  some  respects  higher  than 
our  own.  Though  comparatively  little  was  read,  most  of  what 
was  read  was  of  value.  The  latter-day  flood  of  newspapers, 
magazines  and  indifferent  novels  had  not  yet  come  to  sub¬ 
merge  literature  and  provide  substitutes  for  thought  and  taste. 
Bad  books  had  not  yet  driven  out  good  ones.  The  modern  as 
well  as  the  ancient  classics  held  a  much  greater  place  in  the 
national  consciousness  than  to-day.  Shakespeare  and  Milton 

1  Wordsworth,  in  his  account  of  his  school,  does  not  mention  cricket 
and  football.  The  diversions,  apparently,  were  skating,  nutting,  riding, 
scrambling  and  rambling.  So  the  poet  in  the  child  survived  into  the  man. 
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were  familiar  to  almost  all  who  could  read  and  write.1 
Common  speech  became  interlarded  with  their  phrases. 

Dr.  Johnson,  too,  was  already  a  national  hero  in  his  life¬ 
time;  Boswell  only  perpetuated  his  fame.  It  had  been  due  in 
the  first  instance  to  his  countrymen’s  reverence  for  literature, 
and  to  their  interest  in  the  problems  of  conduct,  which  he  could 
discuss,  as  no  one  ever  did  so  well  in  any  other  age  or  country, 
from  the  point  of  view  of  the  plain  man’s  thoughts  and  instincts. 
The  nation,  like  Dr.  Johnson,  was  serious,  ethical  and  religious, 
without  being  either  priest-led  or  puritanical.  A  very  indi¬ 
vidualist  form  of  Protestantism,  based  on  Bible-reading,  ser¬ 
mon-reading  and  private  prayer,  was  perfectly  compatible  with 
the  best  sort  of  worldliness.  Such  was  the  religion  of  the 
‘  middle  English  ’;  above  floated  a  sceptical  aristocracy;  and 
below  lay  a  neglected  heathendom,  to  be  redeemed  by  the 
Methodist  mission. 

The  Inns  of  Court,  on  the  road  between  the  City  and 
Westminster,  were  the  seat  of  a  learned  trade-union  that  linked 
up  the  general  public  with  the  political  and  governmental  world. 
The  lawyers  were  still,  what  the  clergy  had  once  been,  the 
organisation  through  which  a  clever  son  of  the  people  had  the 
best  chance  of  rising  to  worldly  greatness  in  an  age  of  privileged 
aristocracy.  The  father  of  the  remarkable  man  who  became 
Lord  Chancellor  Eldon  in  1801,  had  been  apprentice  to  a  coal- 
factor.  The  solicitors  were  in  those  days  humbler  folk  than 
now,  but  their  sons  had  certain  obvious  advantages  over  other 
people  in  starting  on  the  more  ambitious  career  of  the  Bar; 
several  times  in  the  eighteenth  century  the  son  of  a  poor  solici¬ 
tor  became  Lord  Chancellor  of  the  realm. 

The  much-admired  British  Constitution  was  explained  to 
the  world  by  the  French  philosopher  Montesquieu,  upon  a 
theory  that  had  some  remarkable  consequences  on  the  framing 
of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States.  According  to  Mon¬ 
tesquieu,  British  liberty  was  the  result  of  the  separation  of  the 
executive,  legislative  and  judicial  functions  of  government, 
which  could  not  be  exercised  by  the  same  persons  in  any  free 
State !  But  according  to  fact,  the  chief  merit  of  the  House  of 

1  ‘  The  English  national  authors  are  in  all  hands,’  writes  the  Prussian 
visitor  of  1782.  ‘  My  landlady,  who  is  a  taylor’s  widow, reads  her  Milton; 

and  tells  me  that  her  late  husband  first  fell  in  love  with  her  because  she 
read  Milton  with  such  proper  emphasis.’ 
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Commons  was  due  to  exactly  the  opposite  cause,  namely,  that 
it  controlled  by  its  votes  and  largely  contained  within  its  walls 
the  Executive  and  the  Legislative  together.  So  too,  in  spite  of 
Montesquieu,  the  Judiciary  who  pronounced  on  the  laws  were 
in  many  cases  the  same  people  who  made  and  who  executed 
them.  The  Justices  of  the  Peace  were  at  once  judges,  adminis¬ 
trators  and  local  legislators.  The  Lord  Chancellor  was  head 
of  the  Judiciary,  a  Cabinet  Minister  and  a  leading  politician. 
Barristers  entered  the  House  of  Commons  to  increase  their 
practice  and  eventually  to  become  Judges. 

The  real  protection  afforded  to  the  liberty  of  the  subject  in 
the  law-courts  was  that,  since  the  Revolution,  the  Judges  could 
only  be  removed  by  the  Crown  with  the  concurrence  of  Par¬ 
liament  and  for  definite  misbehaviour.  This  good  law,  and  the 
milder  spirit  of  politics  since  1689,  had  transformed  for  the 
better  the  conduct  of  English  trials.  Whenever  public  opinion, 
as  represented  on  the  juries,  was  hostile,  Government  could 
make  nothing  of  trials  for  sedition  or  attacks  on  the  Press.1 

This  new  relation  of  Government  to  justice  in  the  cases 
where  Government  was  most  interested,  had  reacted  favour¬ 
ably  on  criminal  trials  of  all  kinds.  Trials,  whether  political  or 
not,  were  already  conducted  in  a  manner  much  more  fair  to 
the  accused.  In  France  the  Judges  still  consider  it  their  busi¬ 
ness  to  act  in  some  sort  as  prosecutor  on  behalf  of  an  outraged 
society.  In  England,  since  the  Revolution  of  1688,  the  Judges 
had  adopted  the  attitude  of  impartial  umpires  in  all  criminal 
prosecutions.  The  national  love  of  ‘  fair  play  ’  encouraged  this 
development. 

But  our  criminal  law,  though  not  unfairly  administered, 
was  in  itself  a  ‘  sanguinary  chaos.’  The  idea  of  reforming  the 
law  in  accordance  with  humanity  and  common  sense,  or  even 
on  any  consistent  legal  principle,  was  opposed  to  the  mental 
habits  of  the  age  in  England.  Irrational  reverence  for  the  letter 
of  the  law  as  received  from  the  fathers,  was  common  to  nearly 
all  the  contemporaries  of  Blackstone,2  partly  because  the  insti¬ 
tutions  of  which  Englishmen  so  proudly  boasted  were  the 
legacy  of  1689,  the  most  conservative  and  legal  revolution  in 

1  Fox’s  Libel  Act  of  1792,  the  last  year  for  many  to  come  when  so  liberal 
a  law  could  have  been  passed,  finally  decided  a  point  in  dispute  all  through 
the  eighteenth  century,  laying  it  down  that  it  was  the  function  of  the  jury 
to  decide  not  merely  whether  the  libel  had  been  published  but  whether  it 
was  a  libel. 

}  Died  1780. 
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history.  But  though  no  change  in  the  Constitution,  or  in 
chartered  rights  however  obsolete,  was  likely  to  be  mooted, 
nor  any  legal  change  proposed  on  broad  and  novel  principles, 
yet  additions  were  constantly  being  made  in  detail  to  the 
Draconian  severity  of  our  criminal  code.  During  the  reign 
of  George  II  and  the  greater  part  of  the  reign  of  George  III, 
capital  offences  were  multiplied  at  a  rate  exceeding  two  a  year. 
It  was  said  that  if  a  country  gentleman  could  obtain  nothing 
else  from  Government,  he  was  sure  to  be  accommodated  with  a 
new  capital  felony.  The  fact  was  that  the  dangers  to  property 
resulting  from  the  want  of  efficient  police  in  that  golden  age  of 
footpads,  highwaymen  and  burglars,  had  driven  a  society  un¬ 
instructed  in  the  true  psychology  of  crime  into  the  grave  error 
of  threatening  people  with  the  gallows  for  every  offence  about 
which  there  was  a  temporary  panic.  And  once  passed,  a  new 
law  became  as  sacrosanct  as  the  rotten  boroughs. 

The  haphazard  list  of  two  hundred  crimes  punishable  by 
death,  had  not  even  consistent  severity  to  recommend  it.  It  was 
death  to  steal  from  a  boat  on  a  navigable  river,  but  not  on  a 
canal.  To  cut  down  trees  in  a  garden  was  a  capital  offence,  and 
also  to  slit  a  person’s  nose  ;  but  not  so  the  most  aggravated 
murderous  assault  which  the  victim  managed  to  survive  with 
nose  intact.  The  unjust  laws  often  resulted  in  a  leniency  as 
injurious  to  justice  as  the  severity  that  had  been  decreed.  Juries 
were  unwilling  to  convict  and  witnesses  to  give  evidence,  in 
cases  of  theft  that  were  capitally  punishable.  The  burglar  on 
his  part  was  strongly  tempted  to  escape  the  rope  by  murdering 
the  householder  who  had  witnessed  his  robbery.  The  chance 
of  escaping  capture  for  want  of  an  efficient  police,  and  in  case 
of  capture  the  uncertainty  of  what  would  happen  in  court, 
made  a  life  of  crime  an  agreeably  exciting  gamble. 

Although  only  a  small  proportion  of  the  death  sentences 
pronounced  were  carried  out,  the  number  of  men  and  women 
hanged  in  England  every  year  was  greater  in  proportion  to 
population  than  on  the  Continent,  where  in  the  last  half  of  the 
century  several  of  the  criminal  codes  underwent  consideiable 
revision,  in  accordance  with  the  humane  and  scientific  prin¬ 
ciples  of  Beccaria.  But  the  good  old  English  rule,  inherited 
from  earlier  times,  against  inflicting  death  or  extracting  evi¬ 
dence  by  torture,  still  gave  us  an  advantage  over  not  a  few 
continental  countries. 

The  state  of  the  English  prisons,  brought  to  general  notice 
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by  the  philanthropist  Howard,  who  died  1790,  was  far  worse 
than  the  average  on  the  Continent.  The  terrible  ‘  gaol  fever,’ 
the  result  of  consistently  insanitary  conditions,  was  peculiarly 
scandalous  in  England.  The  prisoners,  including  forty  thou¬ 
sand  arrested  every  year  for  debt,  most  of  whom  were  more 
unfortunate  than  criminal,  were  put  under  the  absolute  autho¬ 
rity  of  gaolers  who  had  taken  the  prisons  on  farm  to  make  what 
they  could  out  of  the  inmates.  In  some  prisons  nothing  could 
be  had  for  nothing,  as  not  even  a  minimum  allowance  of  food 
was  supplied  out  of  the  public  funds.  The  magistrates  ‘  would 
not  charge  the  county  with  the  expense.’  In  other  prisons  the 
free  food  was  filthy  and  inadequate.  The  debtor,  the  most 
innocent  class  of  prisoner,  was  least  able  to  purchase  allevia¬ 
tion.  Other  men,  who  had  been  acquitted,  or  against  whom  no 
indictment  had  been  brought,  were  frequently  kept  in  prison 
for  years  because  they  could  not  pay  the  gaoler’s  fees. 

The  difference  between  England  and  Scotland  was  greater 
in  the  eighteenth  century  than  it  is  to-day.  But  both  countries, 
then  as  now,  belonged  to  the  same  order  of  civilisation,  dis¬ 
tinct  from  Ireland  or  the  Continent.  A  great  part  of  what 
has  been  here  said  about  England  is  true,  with  local  variations, 
of  Scotland  also. 

The  Union  of  1707  had  left  the  Scottish  law  and  the  Scot¬ 
tish  Church  untouched,  and  permanently  separate  from  the 
English.  But  it  had  united  the  trade  and  commercial  privileges 
of  North  and  South  Britain,  and  it  had  merged  the  two  Parlia¬ 
ments  i‘nto  one  at  Westminster.  English  and  Scottish  legis¬ 
lators  sitting  together,  thenceforth  made  laws  to  apply  either 
to  Scotland  or  to  England  or  to  both. 

The  Scottish  Parliamentary  elections  were  more  farcical 
than  even  the  English.  The  Scottish  burgh  members  were 
none  of  them  elected  by  the  inhabitants,  but  all  by  the 
municipal  corporations;  and  there  was  scarcely  a  municipal 
corporation  in  Scotland  that  was  not  a  co-optive  oligarchy. 
The  county  franchise  was  on  a  much  more  restricted  freehold 
qualification  than  in  South  Britain,  and  the  elections  were 
decided  by  small  bodies  of  freeholders  who  might  not  even 
represent  the  landed  wealth  of  the  shire.  The  Government 
at  Westminster,  through  the  Lord- Advocate,  was  able  to  buy 
up  almost  every  Scottish  vote  in  Parliament. 

The  deadness  of  all  political  and  municipal  life,  due  to  the 
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want  of  representative  institutions  either  central  or  local,  re¬ 
sulted  in  Scotland’s  failure  to  take  part  in  her  own  national 
drama  of  1745-  &  ^ew  thousand  savage  and  romantic  tribes¬ 
men  from  the  Highland  mountains  were  allowed  to  occupy 
the  capital  and  to  march  up  and  down  the  country  at  will  with 
sword  and  target,  while  the  civilised  portion  of  Scotland  took 
no  vigorous  steps  either  to  further  or  to  thwart  their  enterprise. 
It  was  English  troops  who  suppressed  the  rebellion  and  broke 
up  the  tribal  system  in  the  Highlands.  Scotland  had  been  ‘  as 
one  incapable  of  her  own  distress.’ 

It  was  a  remarkable  fact  that  Scotland,  the  most  demo¬ 
cratic  and  the  best  educated  part  of  the  British  islands,  had  no 
representative  institutions,  either  parliamentary  or  municipal, 
until  1 832-3. 1  Scottish  democracy  had  been  matured  in  the 
Kirk  and  in  the  Kirk  alone.  By  the  end  of  the  eighteenth  cen¬ 
tury,  in  a  more  secular  age,  that  vessel  was  no  longer  able  by 
itself  to  contain  so  strong  a  spirit. 

The  Presbyterian  Kirk,  at  once  so  popular  and  so  tyranni- 
.  cal,  so  jealous  of  free  thought  yet  so  eager  to  give  education  to 
all,  had  been  reinstated  by  the  Revolution  of  1688,  after  being 
purified  and  hardened  by  the  persecution  of  Claverhouse’s 
‘  killing  times.’  It  inaugurated  a  period  of  severe  and  bigoted 
social  discipline,  which,  combined  with  the  poverty  of  the 
country  and  frequent  famines,  leaves  the  veil  of  gloom  over 
the  Scottish  scene  for  fifty  years  after  the  accession  of  William. 
But  as  the  eighteenth  century  goes  on,  the  picture  grows  ever 
more  cheerful.  The  laity  threw  off  the  stricter  and  more  odious 
part  of  the  discipline  of  the  Kirk,  and  among  the  clergy  them¬ 
selves  the  moderate  and  latitudinarian  party  began  to  triumph. 
At  length  the  poet  Burns  came  to  harass  the  retreating  rear¬ 
guard  of  old-fashioned  bigots  with  his  lively  satire.  In  his  day 
young  people  were  able  to  dance  ‘  promisky.’  Witches  were  fast 
disappearing,  with  the  minds  that  bred  them.  David  Hume, 
instead  of  being  burnt  as  an  infidel,  held  a  great  position  in  the 
intellectual  society  of  Edinburgh.  He  and  Adam  Smith  put 
Scotland  among  the  foremost  of  the  philosopher  nations  in  a 
philosophic  age. 

The  Universities  flourished  as  they  did  not  in  England, 
being  the  real  corner-stone  of  a  real  edifice  of  national  educa¬ 
tion.  Learning  was  fostered  among  the  people  by  the  Church 

1  It  is  now  regarded  as  certain  that  before  1469  the  Municipal  Councils 
of  the  Scottish  burghs  were  chosen  by  popular  election. 
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itself,  which  was  in  much  closer  touch  with  all  classes  and  their 
needs  than  in  South  Britain  of  that  day.  Every  peasant  with  a 
clever  son  aspired,  not  without  reasonable  hope,  to  see  him  pass 
through  the  village  school  and  the  University  into  the  sacred 
profession,  which  thus  continued  to  be  recruited  from  the  people 
and  to  represent  the  best  side  of  the  national  idealism. 

If,  in  the  English  midlands  before  the  enclosures,  open- 
field  agriculture  was  too  little  productive,  the  results  of  the 
system  on  the  poorer  lands  of  Scotland  were  yet  more  disas¬ 
trous.  Only  in  parts  of  the  Lothians  was  wheat  grown  at  all 
when  the  Plouse  of  Hanover  came  to  the  throne.  ‘  Oats,’  wrote 
Dr.  Johnson  in  his  dictionary,  ‘  a  grain  which  in  England  is 
generally  given  to  horses,  in  Scotland  supports  the  people.’ 
In  housing,  in  economic  conditions  and  in  subjection  to  periodic 
famine,  the  Scot,  when  the  century  opened,  resembled  the 
Irish  rather  than  the  English  peasant.  Short  leases  discouraged 
agricultural  improvement.  The  country,  long  ago  well-fores¬ 
ted,  had  become  a  treeless  waste.  The  cattle  were  starvelings, 
often  perishing  for  want  of  fodder.  The  small  country  gentry, 
known  as  ‘  pocket  lairds,’  partook  of  the  general  poverty;  in 
the  shortage  of  money  they  were  paid  chiefly  in  kind. 

The  first  steps  on  the  path  of  progress  were  taken  by  cer¬ 
tain  of  the  nobles  and  richer  lairds  who  introduced  long  leases, 
broke  up  the  open  fields,  and  enclosed  the  land  within  dykes 
and  stone  walls.  In  so  doing  they  prepared  the  way  for  wheat, 
roots  and  artificial  fodder;  for  draining  and  manuring  the  poor 
soil ;  for  scientific  breeding  of  sheep  and  cattle,  and  the  whole 
apparatus  of  modern  agriculture.  Long  plantations  of  fir  arose 
on  the  waste,  tempering  the  bitter  wind  to  man,  beast  and  crop. 
Before  the  Napoleonic  wars,  it  had  become  apparent  to  all  the 
world  that  the  Scots  were  a  peculiarly  intelligent  and  highly 
educated  people,  capable  of  becoming  not  less  but  more  pro¬ 
gressive  than  the  English  farmers  themselves.  Early  in  the 
eighteenth  century  improving  Scottish  lairds  had  introduced 
English  ploughmen  and  agriculturists  to  teach  the  new 
methods :  in  the  nineteenth  century  the  tide  set  the  other  way. 

Wealth  was  flowing  into  the  country  from  all  sides,  even 
before  the  Industrial  Revolution.  As  soon  as  the  Act  of  Union 
had  opened  the  British  Colonies  to  Scottish  trade,  Bailie  Nicol 
Jarvie  and  his  brother  merchants  of  the  great  western  port, 
previously  with  no  handy  outlet  for  their  goods,  made  Glasgow 
flourish.  Between  1700  and  1800  its  inhabitants  increased 
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from  about  twelve  to  eighty  thousand.  Meanwhile  the  opening 
of  free  trade  with  England,  and  the  turnpike  movement  in  both 
countries,  put  markets  at  the  door  of  Scottish  agriculturists  and 
manufacturing  cottagers  that  enormously  stimulated  the  gen¬ 
eral  forward  movement  of  the  age.  And  finally,  for  evil  and  for 
good,  there  came  the  factories.  In  1800  the  revenue  of  Scot¬ 
land  was  fiity  times  what  it  had  been  in  1700,  while  the  popu¬ 
lation  had  only  increased  from  about  1,100,000  to  1,600,000 
souls. 

All  this  progress  was  going  forward  while  Scots  were  still 
generally  despised  and  abused  in  England  as  proud  and  needy 
adventurers.  The  affair  of  1745  Md  done  little  to  remove  this 
dislike  and  contempt,  which  formed  a  bond  of  union  between 
Wilkes  and  Dr.  Johnson.  It  was  only  in  the  age  of  Sir  Walter 
Scott  that  England  discovered  once  and  for  all  that  she  was 
linked  with  a  partner  not  inferior  to  herself. 


CHAPTER  III 

The  end  of  George  Ill’s  ‘personal  government  ’ — Fox — Burke— Shelburne 
— Pitt  as  Peace  Minister — India — Slave  Trade,  Wilberforce,  and  the 
Evangelicals— Australia — Canada. 

The  machinery  of  politics  and  government,  the  nature  of 
which  has  been  touched  upon  in  the  previous  chapters,  had 
remained  in  the  hands  of  the  Whig  aristocracy  from  the  fall 
of  the  Tories  at  the  death  of  Anne,  until  the  accession  of 
George  III.  In  the  earlier  part  of  their  long  supremacy,  the  1714-60 
great  Whig  families  who  had  triumphed  at  the  dynastic  crisis, 
were  conscious  that  they  bore  rule  as  the  interpreters  of  the 
national  sentiment  against  the  French  and  the  Pretender,  and 
as  the  champions  of  the  free  elements  in  our  Constitution. 

Their  political  henchmen  were  the  Dissenters,  whom  they  had 
saved  from  renewed  persecution  by  the  High  Church  Tories; 
and  the  commercial  classes,  especially  in  London,  who  feared 
the  ‘  little  Englandism  ’  and  anti-commercial  bias  of  the  small 
Tory  landowners.  But  the  Whigs,  as  their  fifty  fat  years  rolled 
by,  remembered  less  and  less  the  rock  whence  they  were  hewn. 

They  ceased  to  look  to  the  people,  and  relied  entirely  on 
the  manipulation  of  the  machine  of  parliamentary  corrup¬ 
tion.  Finally,  in  time  of  national  danger,  brought  on  by  their  1757-61 
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incompetence,  they  were  compelled,  without  loosening  their 
grasp  on  the  machine,  to  come  to  terms  with  the  first  Pitt,  as 
popular  tribune,  because  he  alone  was  capable  of  wielding  the 
might  of  England  in  time  of  war.  The  victorious  conduct  of 
the  Seven  Years’  War  seemed  to  foreshadow  a  new  and  more 
vigorous  era  of  national  and  imperial  unity.  But  the  impulse 
ended  with  the  danger  that  had  called  it  forth. 

1760  The  accession  of  George  III  closed  the  Jacobite  question 
by  affording  a  new  object  to  the  loyalty  of  believers  in  divine 
right,  like  Dr.  Johnson.  The  Tory  king  ceased  to  be  ‘  over 
the  water  ’ ;  he  appeared  as  a  young  Englishman,  and  the 
staunchest  of  Protestants.  There  was  nothing  French  about 
‘  Farmer  George.’  But  unfortunately,  though  his  habits  of  life 
were  of  the  best  and  simplest  English  type,  his  political  views 
were  derived,  through  his  mother,  from  petty  German  Courts. 
His  fine  strength  of  character  and  great  political  ability,  un¬ 
enlightened  by  large  understanding  or  by  generous  sympathy 
with  his  people,  degenerated  into  the  low  cunning  of  a  wire¬ 
puller  and  the  obstinacy  that  wrecks  empires. 

George  could  see  no  reason  why  Parliamentary '  influence  ’ 
by  which  the  country  was  governed,  should  not  be  exercised  by 
himself  as  King,  instead  of  by  certain  great  nobles,  distributing 
the  favours  of  the  State  in  his  name  but  contrary  to  his  wishes. 
Why  should  not  the  taxpayers’  money,  with  which  the  poli¬ 
ticians  were  bought,  be  given  away  by  the  King  himself  instead 
of  by  the  Duke  of  Newcastle  ?  He  might,  indeed,  have  played 
the  part  of  Bolingbroke’s  ‘  patriot  king  ’  to  some  purpose,  if  he 
had  been  content  to  give  his  confidence  to  the  elder  Pitt,  and 
to  put  himself  at  the  head  of  some,  at  least,  of  the  popular 
elements  of  the  Constitution.  Against  such  a  combination  the 
4  great  Whig  families  ’  would  have  struggled  in  vain.  But 
1761-82  George,  while  he  shook  off  Pitt,  who  soon  declined  into  the 
Earl  of  Chatham,  sought  out  quarrels  with  the  commercial 
classes  and  with  the  mob,  with  London  and  the  Colonists.  He 
made  corruption  worse  corrupted  by  systematising  the  pur¬ 
chase  of  members  of  the  House  of  Commons  with  sinecure 
places  and  even  with  hard  cash  payments  for  their  votes.  On 
these  terms  he  was  able  to  choose  his  own  Ministers — Bute 
and  North — and  to  dictate  his  own  policy  for  the  best  part  of 
twenty  years. 

At  the  end  of  those  twenty  years,  the  disastrous  war  against 
the  American  colonists  was  drawing  to  its  close.  It  had 
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extended  itself  into  a  maritime  war  against  France  and  Spain 
backed  by  the  fleets-- of  Holland,  Russia  and  the  other  powers 
of  the  aimed  neutrality  of  the  North. ’  From  the  moment  the 
first  shot  had  been  fired  in  America,  it  had  been  clear  that  the 
attempt  to  revive  the  personal  rule  of  the  King  in  England 
would  fail  or  succeed  with  the  issue  of  the  rebellion  over  there. 

The  suriender  oi  Yorktown  to  General  Washington  was  re-  qC(. 
garded  as  decisive,  and  a  few  months  later  Lord  North’s  1781 
Ministry  of  ‘  King’s  Friends  ’  fell  from  office.  George  Ill’s  March 
system  had  at  length  collapsed,  but  for  two  more  years  of  crisis  1782 
and  confusion  it  remained  highly  uncertain  what  men  and 
methods  would  replace  it. 

The  party  that  had  overthrown  Lord  North  and  that  suc¬ 
ceeded  him  for  three  months  in  power,  was  the  Whig  party, 
under  Lord  Rockingham.  The  Wliigs  had  been  sobered  and 
purified  by  misfortune,  and  educated  by  the  genius  of  Edmund 
Burke  and  Charles  Fox.  Even  the  ‘  great  families  ’  had  had 
time  to  reflect  in  the  cold  of  opposition  that  the  machinery  of 
corruption  was  not  by  itself  a  safe  and  sufficient  instrument 
for  the  government  of  an  Empire.  Under  the  benevolent  and 
high-minded  Lord  Rockingham,  the  party  came  back  to  office, 
determined  to  make  a  drastic  reduction  in  the  means  by  which 
their  own  party  for  half  a  century,  and  the  King  for  the  last 
twenty  years,  had  corrupted  the  members  of  the  House  of 
Commons. 

Burke’s  Economic  Reform  Bill  is  the  one  practical  achieve-  1782 
ment  that  stands  to  the  account  of  the  most  gorgeously  eloquent 
of  philosopher  statesmen,  the  greatest  publicist,  with  the  pos¬ 
sible  exception  of  Cicero,  of  all  ages  and  all  lands.  It  remains 
also  the  one  constructive  feat  for  which  England  is  indebted  to 
the  Rockingham  Whigs,  over  and  above  the  destruction  of 
Lord  North’s  Ministry.  The  Bill  secured  that  the  King’s  per¬ 
sonal  rule  should  never  be  revived ;  for  the  number  of  sinecures, 
and  the  amount  of  secret  service  money  by  which  the  House  of 
Commons  had  been  bribed,  was  drastically  cut  down ;  while  at 
the  same  time  Government  contractors  were  prohibited  from 
sitting  in  Parliament;  and  the  Revenue  Officers,  who  consti¬ 
tuted  more  than  a  tenth  of  the  electorate  and  were  dependent 
on  Government  for  their  places,  were  one  and  all  disfranchised. 

After  these  reforms,  the  most  degrading  period  of  political 
corruption  passed  away,  never  to  return.  It  was  the  first  step 
in  a  hundred  years’  process  of  purifying  English  public  life. 
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But  here  the  course  of  legislative  reform  was  stayed,  until  in 
the  year  1832  a  new  generation  of  Whigs  passed  the  great 
Reform  Bill.  The  Rockingham  Whigs,  though  willing  to  dis¬ 
franchise  the  revenue  service,  were  divided  on  the  expediency 
of  disfranchising  the  rotten  boroughs,  many  of  which  were 
their  own  property.  Burke,  too,  the  conscience  of  the  party, 
was  opposed  on  principle  to  Reform  of  Parliament.  Himself  a 
man  of  humble  origin,  he  none  the  less  believed  that  the  ‘  Whig 
connection  ’  should  remain  ‘  aristocratic.’  He  wished  to  go 
back  to  1689,  not  forward  to  any  new  thing.  He  still  saw 
nothing  in  the  vista  of  time  to  come  save  the  members  of  a  vir¬ 
tuous  peerage  combining  to  control  the  Crown,  and  indirectly 
to  represent  a  grateful  populace.  It  is  strange  that  so  large  a 
mind,  desirous  of  honest  and  liberal-minded  government  of 
our  whole  Empire,  which  he  beheld  in  the  eye  of  his  imagina¬ 
tion  stretching  across  the  oceans  and  down  the  ages,  should 
have  thought  that  the  main  body  of  the  Anglo-Saxon  race,  the 
outlying  portion  of  which  had  just,  with  his  full  sympathy, 
rebelled  against  the  shadow  of  control,  would  consent  for  all 
time  to  come  to  be  ruled  by  an  oligarchy  posing  as  a  repre¬ 
sentative  government. 

Fox,  on  the  other  hand,  though  born  an  aristocrat,  was 
already  a  convinced  supporter  of  Parliamentary  Reform.  But 
he  could  only  carry  with  him  half  the  Whigs  on  that  question. 
Meanwhile,  the  Government  broke  up  on  another  issue,  which 
caused  the  utmost  confusion  of  principles  and  parties,  and 
paved  the  way  for  the  astonishing  career  of  the  younger  Pitt. 

As  so  often  happens  in  the  history  of  parties,  the  rock  on 
which  the  Whigs  split  was  not  a  principle  but  a  person.  Lord 
Shelburne  was  a  philosopher-statesman  of  less  genius,  but 
perhaps  of  greater  insight,  than  Burke.  The  patron  of  Ben- 
tham,  he  was  an  advocate  of  Parliamentary  Reform.1  But  in 
practice  he  was  the  worst  of  Cabinet  colleagues,  universally 
distrusted,  and  nicknamed  ‘  the  Jesuit  of  Berkeley  Square.’ 
Politically,  he  inherited  the  traditions  of  Chatham,  distrusting 
the  aristocratic  ‘  Whig  connection,’  desiring  the  dissolution  of 
all  party  ties  and  the  formation  of  a  patriot  ministry  on  Liberal 
principles.  Like  Chatham  and  his  son  after  him,  Shelburne, 
while  regarding  the  King’s  personal  rule  as  a  disastrous  aber¬ 
ration,  was  not  so  jealous  of  the  power  of  the  Crown  as  were 

1  Under  liis  later  title  of  Lord  Lansdowne,  he  continued  to  be  a  Reformer 
even  in  anti-Jacobin  times,  and  so  became  reconciled  to  Fox  in  old  age. 
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Burke  and  Fox,  who  vainly  strove  to  reduce  the  Royal  part  in 
politics  to  such  limits  as  were  eventually  set  in  the  reign  of 
Queen  Victoria. 

The  King,  on  the  look-out  for  a  chance  to  intrigue  against 
his  own  Ministers,  saw  his  opportunity  to  divide  the  Rocking¬ 
ham  Cabinet  by  ostentatiously  granting  his  favour  and  confi¬ 
dence  to  Shelburne  alone,  to  the  exclusion  of  Fox  and  the 
nobles  of  the  stricter  Whig  connection.  Shelburne’s  peculiari¬ 
ties  led  him  to  accept  and  encourage  this  dangerous  partiality. 

Fox  was  far  too  hot  to  put  up  with  the  revival  of  a  Royal  party 
in  the  bosom  of  a  Whig  Cabinet,  or  even  to  consider  coolly 
what  was  the  best  way  of  meeting  the  situation.  When  Rock-  jujy 
ingham  died  and  the  King  chose  Shelburne  as  Prime  Minister,  1782 
Fox,  Burke  and  most  of  the  Whig  connection  refused  to  serve 
under  him,  and  left  the  Government. 

If  the  seceding  Whigs  had  been  dealing,  as  they  supposed, 
with  George  and  Shelburne  alone,  they  would  soon  have  had 
things  their  own  way.  Their  calculations  were  defeated  by  a 
boy  of  twenty-three.  The  King  called  in  the  young  William 
Pitt,  Chatham’s  second  son,  to  be  Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer 
and  Leader  of  the  House  of  Commons.  Pitt  thus  stepped  sud¬ 
denly  to  the  front  rank  of  statesmen  in  the  character  of  frus- 
trator  of  Fox  and  the  Whigs,  and  saviour  of  George  III.  Yet 
at  this  time  he  agreed  with  Fox  and  the  more  Liberal  Whigs 
on  Parliamentary  Reform  and  on  almost  everything  else,  except 
on  the  exact  degree  of  opposition  to  be  offered  to  the  influence 
of  the  Crown.  That,  however,  was  the  issue  of  the  moment. 

The  chances  and  personalities  of  these  confused  years,  1782-3, 
for  ever  prevented  the  co-operation  of  Fox  and  Pitt  who,  in 
talents  and  temper,  were  the  complement  one  of  the  other,  and 
who,  if  they  had  worked  in  union,  might  have  passed  a  measure 
of  Parliamentary  Reform  before  the  storm  of  the  French  Revo¬ 
lution  broke  over  England,  and  have  averted  many  disasters 
that  fell  on  these  islands.  But  Pitt,  having  taken  office  in 
alliance  with  the  Tories  and  the  King,  was  gradually  moulded 
to  their  likeness,  while  Fox  grew  old  and  factious  in  opposition. 

In  the  decisive  struggle  between  the  two  men,  Fox  made  1782-4 
one  mistake  after  another,  while  Pitt  displayed  skill,  patience, 
solitary  courage  and  Parliamentary  ability  such  as  no  British 
statesman  of  mature  years  has  ever  shown  before  or  since. 

Pitt,  in  a  minority  in  the  Commons,  was  in  imminent  danger 
of  appearing  as  the  tool  and  nominee  of  George  III,  while 
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Fox’s  strength  was  to  stand  as  the  champion  of  the  people 
against  the  Crown.  Fox  threw  away  these  advantages  by  his 
disastrous  coalition  with  North,  the  genial  old  man  who  had 
done  the  King’s  dirty  work  year  after  year  till  America  was  lost. 
4prii  With  the  help  of  North’s  votes  in  the  Commons,  the  Whigs 
1783  forced  their  way  back  to  office,  at  the  price  of  losing  the  people’s 
confidence.  They  sold  their  birthright  for  a  hasty  spoonful  of 
pottage,  when  the  whole  mess  would  have  been  theirs  if  they 
had  waited. 

George,  trusting  to  the  unpopularity  of  the  Coalition, 
strained  his  prerogative  and  violated  the  spirit  of  the  Consti¬ 
tution,  to  get  rid  of  the  men  whom  he  detested.  He  used  his 
personal  influence  against  his  own  Ministers,  to  induce  the 
Lords  to  throw  out  Fox’s  India  Bill ;  and  on  the  strength  of  the 
Lords’  vote,  which  he  himself  had  engineered,  at  once  dis- 
Dec.  missed  Fox  and  North  and  installed  Pitt  as  Premier,  in  the  face 
i783  of  a  hostile  majority  of  the  Commons.  After  this  outrage,  Fox 
might  have  gained  the  upper  hand  once  more,  if  he  had,  even 
now,  thrown  himself  frankly  on  the  people.  But  he  strove  to 
prevent  the  General  Election  which,  above  all  things,  he  should 
have  demanded.  Pitt’s  magnificent  courage  and  ability  won 
the  popular  sympathy,  which  the  Coalition  did  everything  it 
could  to  alienate.  At  length,  at  the  decisive  General  Election 
of  April  1784,  Pitt  had  the  Liberal  as  well  as  the  Royalist 
feeling  on  his  side.  The  Yorkshire  Reformers  chose  his  friend 
Wilberforce  for  their  great  county,  till  then  a  preserve  of  the 
Whig  families ;  it  was  to  Pitt  that  they  looked  for  Parliamen¬ 
tary  Reform. 

If  ever  there  was  a  national  party  it  was  Pitt’s  in  1784.  But 
the  nation  was  ill-represented  in  Parliament.  Owing  to  the 
electoral  system,  it  was  the  Royalist  and  Tory  borough  owners 
on  whom  he  must  mainly  rely  for  his  support  in  the  House  of 
Commons,  and  since  he  had  quarrelled  with  Fox,  he  had  every 
year  more  and  more  to  depend  on  these  retrograde  elements. 
In  1785,  for  the  third  time,  his  proposals  for  a  mild  Parliamen¬ 
tary  Reform  were  rejected  by  the  House  of  Commons.  After 
that  he  made  no  further  effort  to  improve  the  system  by  which 
he  held  power.  Considering  himself  essential  to  the  country 
as  a  Minister,  he  would  not  risk  the  loss  of  office  for  any  cause. 
His  good  angel,  Wilberforce,  lamented  that  after  1785  he  was 
content  to  govern  by  ‘  influence  ’  instead  of  by  ‘  principle.’  He 
learnt  only  too  well  to  maintain  himself  in  powrer  by  the  distri- 
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bution  of  peerages  and  patronage  among  the  owners  of  rotten 
boroughs.  In  the  Army  and  Navy,  in  the  Church  and  in  the 
State,  to  be  the  relation  or  client  of  a  borough-owner  was  the 
path  to  preferment.  This  was  the  system  that  became  known 
to  the  Radicals  of  a  later  day  as  ‘  Old  Corruption.’  But  though 
the  brightness  of  Pitt’s  sun  was  gradually  overcast,  he  con¬ 
tinued  until  the  French  Revolution  to  give  the  country  a  sound 
and  liberal-minded  administration  such  as  no  one  else  could 
then  have  given  it. 

The  net  result  of  the  complicated  crisis  of  1782-4  was  the 
Pittite  settlement  of  the  Constitution,  which  remained  as  the 
unwritten  law  of  the  land  for  the  next  fifty  years.  The  basis  of 
power  was  Ministers’  ‘  influence  ’  over  Parliament,  through 
the  distribution  of  patronage,  somewhat  less  corrupt  than  in  the 
heyday  of  eighteenth-century  public  spoliation  ;  but  of  real 
representation  of  the  people,  there  was  no  more  than  before. 
A  new  set  of  ruling  Tory  families,  mostly  risen  by  their  wits 
from  the  professional  and  mercantile  classes  and  from  the 
smaller  gentry — Rose,  Dundas,  Eldon,  Liverpool  and  Castle- 
reagh,  the  Peels  and  Canning — took  the  place  of  the  great 
Whig  families,  some  of  whom,  however,  came  over  to  join  the 
new  regime. 

As  to  the  power  of  the  Crown,  there  was  a  compromise. 
The  King  could  no  longer  choose  puppet  Ministers  like  Bute 
and  North ;  he  could  no  longer  force  a  policy,  like  the  quarrel 
with  America,  on  a  recalcitrant  country  by  means  of  a  Parlia¬ 
ment  lost  to  any  argument  save  gold.  On  the  other  hand,  the 
Crown  retained,  until  after  the  death  of  George  IV,  the  power 
of  selecting  the  Prime  Minister  and  thereby  influencing  the 
combination  of  the  numerous  groups  into  which  the  House  of 
Commons  was  divided.  Irrespective  of  party,  the  Government 
of  the  day  could,  as  such,  obtain  the  support  of  over  a  hundred 
members,  so  that  when  the  Crown  chose  a  man  as  Prime 
Minister,  it  went  far  to  supply  him  with  a  working  majority. 
Thus  all  parties  were  agreed  that  if  George  III  died,  or  was 
declared  officially  mad,  the  Prince  of  Wales  could  at  once  bring 
Fox  and  the  Whigs  into  office,  instead  of  Pitt  and  the  Tories. 
The  King  also  retained,  as  in  the  famous  case  of  Catholic  Eman¬ 
cipation,  the  power  of  forbidding  the  ministerial  introduction 
of  measures  to  which  he  had  a  strong  objection.  But  for  some 
years  after  1784,  George  was  still  very  much  in  the  hands  of 
Pitt. 
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Installed  in  power  on  these  conditions,  Pitt  could  not  re¬ 
form  the  internal  polity  of  the  British  Islands,  but  he  could 
re-establish  their  financial  and  diplomatic  credit,  while  France, 
the  apparent  victor  in  the  late  war,  went  down  through  bank¬ 
ruptcy  to  revolution. 

1780-2  Our  sea-power,  though  challenged  by  all  the  navies  of  the 
world,  had  not  been  overthrown.  Our  Empire  had  lost  little 
beyond  the  one  terrible  mutilation  which  had  divided  in  two 
the  English-speaking  race.  In  the  darkest  hour  of  danger  and 
disgrace,  great  men  had  not  been  wanting  to  our  need.  Carle- 
ton  had  saved  us  Canada.  Warren  Hastings  had  saved  us  India. 
Rodney’s  sea  victory  over  De  Grasse  (1782)  and  old  Eliott’s 
defence  of  the  Gibraltar  rock  had,  in  the  last  years  of  the  war, 
put  a  check  that  proved  final  to  the  long  aspirations  of  the 
House  of  Bourbon  after  world  supremacy. 

The  first  Pitt  had  excelled  as  a  War  Minister;  his  son  ex¬ 
celled  as  a  Minister  of  peace  and  recovery.  A  self-acknowledged 
pupil  of  Adam  Smith,  in  an  age  when  most  Parliamentarians 
thought  the  art  of  Latin  quotation  more  important  than  poli¬ 
tical  economy,  Pitt  re-established  our  shaken  finances  and 
encouraged  our  trade  and  manufacture  by  a  systematic  reduc¬ 
tion  of  the  chaos  of  indirect  taxes.  He  thereby  threw  out  of 
work  many  smugglers  and  excisemen. 

In  pursuance  of  the  policy  of  Free  Trade  and  peace,  Pitt 
consented  to  treat  with  the  French  Ministers  when  they  pro- 

1786-7  posed  a  Commercial  Treaty.  He  secured  from  them  arrange¬ 
ments  decidedly  more  advantageous  to  the  manufacturers  of 
England  than  to  those  of  France.  Our  staple  industries  ob¬ 
tained  easy  access  to  French  markets,  while  French  silks  were 
still  prohibited  over  here.  Claret,  however,  at  last  shared  the 
advantages  which  Whig  foreign  policy,  since  Anne’s  reign,  had 
reserved  for  the  heavy  wines  of  our  Portuguese  ally,  with  such 
disastrous  results  to  the  gouty  legs  of  our  ancestors. 

Pitt’s  French  treaty,  though  approved  by  the  commercial 
community,  was  attacked  by  the  party  of  Fox  and  Burke.  The 
arguments  of  the  Opposition  were  directed,  not  so  much  against 
the  economic  principles  involved,  on  which  the  Whigs  who  fore¬ 
gathered  at  Brooks’s  Club  had  the  most  hazy  ideas,  but  against 
the  political  issue  of  improved  relations  with  France.  In  so  far 
as  this  criticism  was  more  than  factious,  it  was  out  of  date.  In 
the  age  of  Voltaire,  the  French  monarchy,  already  staggering  to 
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its  doom,  was  very  different  from  the  formidable  embodiment 
of  autocratic  insolence  against  which  William  III  and  Marl¬ 
borough  had  made  head  in  the  era  of  the  Dragonnades.  The 
son  of  Chatham  generously  declared  that  ‘  to  suppose  that  any 
nation  can  be  unalterably  the  enemy  of  another,  is  weak  and 
childish.  It  has  its  foundation  neither  in  the  experience  of 
nations,  nor  in  the  history  of  man.’ 1 

But  these  just  and  liberal  sentiments  did  not  prevent  him 
from  standing  up  very  effectively  against  both  the  French  and 
the  Spanish  branch  of  the  House  of  Bourbon,  whenever  he 
held  that  British  interests  were  really  endangered. 

Then,  as  in  the  days  of  William  III  and  George  V,  it  was 
held  to  be  vital  to  the  safety  of  Britain  that  no  power  likely  at 
any  time  to  challenge  our  naval  supremacy  should  gain  a  para¬ 
mount  influence  in  any  part  of  the  Netherlands.  The  Dutch 
Republican  party,  aided  by  the  diplomacy  and  gold  of  the 
French  monarchy,  was  on  the  point  of  overthrowing  the  here¬ 
ditary  Stadtholderate  of  the  House  of  Orange.  If  this  revolu¬ 
tion  occurred,  French  influence  would  be  supreme  in  Holland. 
Pitt  joined  with  Prussia  to  prevent  it,  and  the  Prussian  armies 
overawed  the  Republicans  without  France  daring  to  intervene. 
A  severe  and  public  defeat  was  thereby  inflicted  on  French 
influence  in  a  part  of  the  world  where  we  could  not  afford  to  let 
it  triumph. 

So,  too,  when  Spain  attempted  to  exclude  our  settlers  from 
Nootka  Sound  in  Vancouver  Island,2  on  the  ground  that  the 
whole  Pacific  Coast  was  her  own  by  right  of  discovery  up  to 
the  borders  of  Alaska,  Pitt  instantly  put  a  stop  to  these  preten¬ 
sions,  at  the  risk  of  war  with  the  House  of  Bourbon.  Neither 
the  United  States  nor  Canada  had  yet  become  interested 
parties  to  disputes  on  the  Pacific  Coast;  but  their  future 
development  would  have  been  imperilled  by  an  admission  of 
the  Spanish  claims. 

With  less  good  fortune,  Pitt  tried  to  take  equally  strong 
measures  in  the  Black  Sea.  Side  by  side  with  his  new  ally, 
Prussia,  he  threatened  the  Empress  Catherine  with  war  if 
she  annexed  the  district  of  Oczakoff  from  the  Turks.  The 

1  On  the  fall  of  the  Bastille,  July  1789,  Fox  declared  that  ‘  all  my  pre¬ 
possessions  against  French  connections  for  this  country  will  be  at  an  end, 
and  most  part  of  my  European  system  of  politics  will  be  altered,’  viz.  if 
France  ceases  to  be  an  absolutist  power.  But  the  revolution  that  at  once 
made  Fox  friendly  to  France,  ere  long  compelled  Pitt  to  be  hostile. 

*  See  map,  p.  179,  below. 
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1791  Opposition  for  once  had  the  country  on  its  side,  when  it  pro¬ 
tested  against  fighting  about  other  people’s  boundaries  in  un¬ 
known  and  barbarous  lands.  Pitt  had  to  give  way,  because 
this  feeling  was  shared  by  members  of  his  own  Cabinet  and  of 
his  own  majority  in  Parliament. 

The  Oczakoff  episode,  the  last  independent  action  of  the 
old  diplomatic  world  before  it  was  sucked  into  the  maelstrom 
of  French  Revolution  politics,  presented  the  Eastern  question 
in  the  form  in  which  we  were  to  know  it  throughout  the 
nineteenth  century,  the  apparent  choice  between  supporting 
Turkish  misrule  or  acquiescing  in  the  ambitions  of  the  Russian 
autocracy  over  its  neighbours.  Burke,  in  Gladstonian  phrase, 
denounced  Pitt’s  policy  as  ‘  an  anti-Crusade,  for  favouring 
barbarians  and  oppressing  Christians.’  The  Foxite  tradition, 
afterwards  handed  down  through  Grey  and  Lord  Holland  to 
the  Whigs  of  the  Byronic  era,  became  definitely  anti-Turk  over 
the  Oczakoff  question,  not  without  important  consequences  for 
Greece  forty  years  later.  The  subsequent  Crimean  policy  repre¬ 
sented  a  veering  round  of  the  later  Whigs  to  the  policy  initiated 
by  Pitt. 

Pitt’s  defence  of  his  abortive  proceedings  in  1791  is  not 
without  some  power  of  appeal  to  posterity.  It  was  his  object 
to  confirm  the  alliance  of  England  and  Prussia,  begun  four 
years  before  over  the  Dutch  affair,  so  as  to  use  Prussia  to  pro¬ 
tect  Poland  and  Sweden,  which  then  included  Finland,  from 
the  encroachments  of  Russia.  Only  by  the  help  of  Prussia  as 
well  as  of  Austria  could  the  Poles  get  enough  protection  from 
the  hostility  of  Russia  to  enable  them  to  consolidate  their 
hopeful  new  Constitution,  now  taking  the  place  of  the  oligar¬ 
chic  anarchy  that  had  led  to  the  First  Partition  of  their  country 
in  1772.  Pitt’s  failure  in  1791  to  carry  England  with  him  in 
his  stand  against  Russia  over  Oczakoff  was  good  for  the 
Christians  oppressed  by  Turkey,  but  bad  for  the  chances  of 
Poland’s  survival.  Prussia,  seeing  that  she  could  not  depend 
on  British  support,  had  the  more  reason  for  seeking  friendship 
1793,  with  Russia  and  taking  her  share  in  the  Second  and  Third 
1795  Partitions  of  Poland.  When  that  policy  was  at  length  un¬ 
ashamedly  revealed,  British  opinion  was  already  so  much  pre¬ 
occupied  by  the  later  aspects  of  the  French  Revolution,  and  by 
the  Jacobin  threat  to  the  Netherlands,  that  we  had  no  ears  for 
the  outcries  of  murdered  Poland,  which  in  that  last  hour 
appealed  only  to  the  Foxite  Whigs. 
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Thanks  in  no  small  degree  to  the  sober  genius  of  Pitt,  the 
decade  between  the  American  war  and  the  war  of  the  French 
Revolution  saw  the  British  Empire  rise,  in  prosperity  and 
prestige,  from  the  degradation  to  which  George  III  had  reduced 
it.  The  wits  of  Brooks’s  Club  jested  at  Pitt’s  youth,  and  cele¬ 
brated  in  their  Rolliad  pasquinades — 

‘  A  sight  to  make  surrounding  nations  stare, 

A  Kingdom  trusted  to  a  schoolboy’s  care.’ 

Yet,  in  fact,  it  was  Fox  who  was  always  the  schoolboy,  and 
Pitt  the  schoolmaster.  Pitt,  as  we  all  rejoice  to  know,  was  not 
incapable  of  pillow-fighting  and  having  his  face  blacked  in  the 
strict  privacy  of  a  few  familiar  friends ;  but  he  never  ventured, 
among  colleagues  and  followers  who,  when  he  first  took  office, 
were  all  his  seniors,  to  lay  aside  for  an  instant  the  armour  of  a 
haughty  reserve  before  which  he  could  make  the  greatest  quail. 
By  long  use,  the  armour  he  had  adopted  as  a  defence  to  his 
youth  became  a  part  of  his  political  nature  in  middle  age. 
Prematurely  old  in  spirit, — cautious,  dignified,  formidable, 
experienced,  laborious,  wise, — but  with  a  mind  that,  after  a 
splendid  springtime,  too  soon  became  closed  to  generous  en¬ 
thusiasms  and  new  ideas,  he  ceased  to  understand  human 
nature  save  as  it  is  known  to  a  shrewd  and  cynical  Government 
Whip.  He  cannot  be  said  to  have  come  too  young  to  power, 
for  he  proved  equal  to  the  occasion  of  his  call.  But  if  the  fates 
had  allowed  him,  before  it  was  too  late,  a  few  years  in  which  to 
lay  aside  the  awful  burden  of  his  country’s  cares,  his  nature 
might  have  shot  up  once  again,  as  marvellously  as  in  his  boy¬ 
hood,  till  it  had  reached  a  true  perfection,  adaptable,  compre¬ 
hensive  and  generous,  as  it  was  always  prudent  and  strong. 

But  before  the  era  of  the  Revolutionary  wars,  Pitt’s  limita¬ 
tions  were  still  in  the  background,  and  his  magnificent  talents 
and  virtues  were  apparent  to  all  save  a  factious  Opposition.  And 
never  was  Opposition  more  factious  than  during  the  Regency 
debates.  The  one  principle  that  united  the  whole  Whig  party, 
both  the  Whig  Conservatives  under  Burke  and  Portland,  and 
the  Whig  Reformers  under  Fox  and  Sheridan,  was  the  strict 
limitation  of  the  powers  of  the  Crown.  Yet  when  in  the  winter 
of  1788,  George  Ill’s  periodic  madness  first  became  so  acute  as 
to  hold  out  to  them  the  prospect  of  returning  to  power  by  the 
favour  of  the  Prince  of  Wales  as  Regent,  they  were  tempted 
and  fell.  They  proclaimed  a  doctrine  worthy  of  the  Tories  of 
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a  century  before,  that  the  Regency  was  vested  in  the  Prince  of 
Wales  as  of  right,  whatever  Parliament  might  do.  This  mis¬ 
take  enabled  Pitt,  in  his  own  phrase,  to  ‘  un-Whig  ’  Fox,  and 
to  rally  round  himself,  for  the  last  time,  Reformers  like  Wyvill 
and  Cartwright.  The  Liberal,  the  Royalist,  the  Protestant  and 
the  moral  feelings  of  the  nation  were  enlisted  on  the  same  side. 
Pity  for  the  afflicted  King  and  detestation  for  his  dissolute  son, 
were  enhanced  by  renewed  rumours  that  the  latter  was  secretly 
married  to  a  Papist.  And  in  spite  of  the  Whig  denials,  the 
Prince’s  marriage  with  Mrs.  FitzHerbert  was  a  fact. 

The  tone  of  the  Opposition  was  as  bad  as  its  case.  Burke’s 
violence  on  behalf  of  the  Prince  was  shocking,  and  already  on 
both  sides  of  the  House  men  whispered  that  his  noble  mind 
was  becoming  unhinged.  But  such  was  then  the  practice  of 
the  Constitution  that  no  one  doubted  that  the  Prince,  if  he 
became  Regent,  even  on  the  terms  of  Pitt’s  Bill,  could  call  in 
the  Whigs  and  supply  them  with  Government  supporters 
enough  to  make  up  a  Parliamentary  majority  against  the  will 
of  the  nation.  Pitt,  who  had,  contrary  to  all  precedent  except 
his  own  family  traditions,  scorned  to  enrich  himself  out  of  the 
public  funds,  was  preparing  to  resume  practice  at  the  Bar, 
when,  by  an  event  resembling  an  act  of  retributive  justice  on 
the  part  of  Providence,  the  King  unexpectedly  recovered,  and 
the  gates  of  Paradise  were  closed  in  the  very  faces  of  the  ex¬ 
pectant  Whigs.  These  happenings,  on  the  eve  of  the  French 
Revolution,  obliterated  the  recollection  of  George  Ill’s  twenty 
years  of  misrule,  prepared  for  the  ‘  good  old  King  ’  in  his  long 
decline  a  warm  place  in  his  people’s  heart,  and  renewed  the 
popularity  of  the  Tory  party  under  the  leadership  of  Pitt. 

Perhaps  the  most  successful  and  enduring  part  of  the  life’s 
work  of  Pitt  was  his  establishment  and  regulation  of  the  British 
power  in  the  East.  No  other  man  without  leaving  Europe  ever 
had  so  great  and  good  an  influence  on  the  destinies  of  India. 
At  the  beginning  of  his  twenty  years  of  power,  Anglo-Indian 
affairs  were  in  dire  scandal  and  confusion ;  before  he  died,  the 
rule  of  Britain  in  the  East  stood  essentially  where  it  remained 
until  the  period  of  change  and  crisis  in  our  own  day — itself  due 
to  the  very  success  of  what  was  then  begun.  The  relations  of 
the  Anglo-Indian  Government  to  the  Indians  and  to  the  home 
country  were  then  decided.  The  moral  obligations  implied  by 
our  presence  in  Bengal  were  recognised  both  in  theory  and  in 
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practice.  And  the  methods  by  which  the  new  system  would 
perforce  have  to  be  extended  over  all  India,  were  so  clearly 
marked  out  by  Pitt’s  great  Governor-General,  Wellesley,  that 
his  successors  had  only  to  resume  and  carry  through  his  politi¬ 
cal  testament. 

The  Empire  which  had  been  founded  by  the  military  and  1748-67 
political  genius  of  Clive  had  been  saved  by  the  scarcely  less 
extraordinary  powers  of  Warren  Hastings.  During  the  gloomy  1772-85 
period  when  we  were  losing  an  Empire  in  the  West,  when  our 
prestige  was  shaken  and  our  power  challenged  on  the  waters 
of  every  ocean,  and  along  the  shores  of  every  continent,  Has¬ 
tings  saved  British  power  in  the  East.  By  his  vigour  as  a  War 
Minister,  he  foiled  the  native  States  and  the  Maratha  hordes 
who,  with  French  help,  sought  to  reverse  the  decision  of 
Plassey.  At  the  same  time,  he  developed  the  ‘  subsidiary 
alliances  ’  of  the  paramount  power  with  protected  native  States, 
that  Clive  had  begun  and  that  Wellesley  was  destined  to  erect 
into  a  system  for  the  whole  peninsula. 

By  force  of  his  solitary  will,  Hastings  saved  India,  in  the 
face  of  his  own  Council  led  by  his  bitter  enemy,  Philip  Francis. 

Lord  North’s  Regulating  Act  of  1773  had  indeed  set  up  a 
Governor-General  at  Calcutta,  with  authority  over  the  East 
India  Company’s  three  Presidencies  of  Madras,  Bombay  and 
Bengal,  but  had  saddled  him  with  a  Council  on  the  spot,  em¬ 
powered,  if  it  wished,  to  thwart  his  action.  Perhaps  no  other 
English  statesman,  except  Cromwell,  could  have  worked  under 
the  conditions  over  which  Hastings  triumphed.  Hastings  was 
hampered,  not  only  by  the  veto  of  his  own  Council  in  India, 
but  by  the  orders  of  his  masters  at  home — the  Directors  of  the 
Trading  Company.  They  clamoured  for  dividends  and  did  not 
stop  to  consider  that  the  establishment  and  maintenance  of  a  vast 
empire,  so  far  from  being,  as  they  thought,  a  source  of  revenue, 
implied  in  periods  of  crisis  a  series  of  heavy  war  budgets.  It 
was  partly  these  clamours  from  the  London  merchants  whom 
he  served  that  led  Hastings  into  extortionate  courses  at  Benares 
and  in  Oudh.  But,  like  Clive,  he  stood  in  his  general  policy 
for  the  defence  of  the  Indian,  and  for  the  establishment  of  the 
great  traditions  of  British  justice,  in  place  of  the  pitiless 
scramble  of  greedy,  broken  adventurers  that  had  been  the  first 
result  of  our  conquest  of  Bengal. 

The  more  terrible  of  the  accusations  that  were  made  against 
Hastings  in  the  case  of  the  Rohillas  and  Nuncomar  have  long 
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ago  been  disproved.  He  was  far  from  blameless,  and  there 
will  always  be  a  margin  of  dispute  as  to  each  of  his  several 
actions,  but  on  the  whole  few  men  who  have  done  so  much 
good,  have  done  so  little  wrong. 

On  his  return  home,  his  accusers  combined  in  strange 
alliance  the  venomous  personal  malignancy  of  Francis  and  the 
generous  prophetic  fury  of  Burke.  Burke’s  imaginative  grasp 
of  the  moral  obligations  of  Empire  did  a  great  work  in  instruct¬ 
ing  the  statesmen  and  public  at  home  that  they  had  become, 
before  God  and  man,  the  trustees  of  helpless  millions.  This 
new  and  vital  idea,  the  basis  of  our  Empire  in  Africa  as  well  as 
in  India,  first  made  headway  in  public  opinion  during  the  era 
of  Burke  and  Wilberforce.  But  the  gift  of  prophecy  in  a  hot 
Irish  heart  is  liable  to  strange  aberrations,  and  Burke  allowed 
himself  to  be  almost  totally  misled  as  to  what  Hastings  stood 
for  in  the  East.  The  awakening  moral  consciousness  of  Eng¬ 
land  about  India,  which  eventually  saved  our  rule  out  there, 
and  the  more  ephemeral  social  hatred  of  the  ‘  Nabobs  ’  as  the 
returned  Anglo-Indians  were  called,  found,  under  Whig  direc¬ 
tion,  a  channel  in  exaggerated  attacks  on  Hastings  and  led  to 
1788-95  his  long  but  unsuccessful  impeachment  before  the  Peers.  Pitt 
first  acquiesced  in  the  impeachment  on  some  of  the  counts, 
but  turned  against  it  after  a  while.  Fox,  who  had  taken  it  up 
with  all  his  rash  ardour  and  eloquence,  soon  wished  to  have 
the  proceedings  against  Hastings  abandoned,  but  was  held  to 
the  hopeless  and  ungrateful  task  by  the  inveterate  zeal  of  Burke. 

More  important,  though  less  dramatic  than  the  trial  of 
Warren  Hastings  in  Westminster  Hall,  were  the  India  Bills 
that  took  up  these  tangled  matters  which  his  administration 
had,  for  good  and  for  evil,  brought  to  the  very  forefront  of 
English  party  politics.  Serious  statesmen  were  agreed  that  the 
government  of  our  new  Empire  in  the  East  could  no  longer  be 
left  to  a  Trading  Company.  During  the  brief  Coalition  Minis¬ 
try  of  1783,  Fox’s  chief  measure  was  his  India  Bill,  which 
proposed  boldly  to  transfer  the  whole  political  powers  of  the 
East  India  Company  to  the  Crown,  very  much  as  was  done  after 
the  Mutiny.  The  proposal  was  not  so  much  wrong  in  itself, 
as  impolitic  in  the  extent  of  its  defiance  of  vested  interests,  on 
the  part  of  a  Ministry  that  had  as  enemies,  King,  People  and 
Pitt,  all  watching  for  an  opportunity  of  revenge.  The  proposed 
transference  of  all  Indian  patronage  to  a  body  of  seven  Com¬ 
missioners,  all  of  whom  were  certain  to  be  Ministerialists,  was 
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denounced  as  a  design  to  give  the  Coalition  the  means  of  cor¬ 
rupting  Parliament.  The  consequent  defeat  of  the  Fox-North 
Ministry  has  already  been  described.1 

So  it  fell  to  Pitt  next  year  to  solve  the  Indian  problem.  His  1784 
India  Bill  was  a  compromise  between  Company  and  Crown, 
well  suited  to  work  quietly  for  the  next  seventy-four  years,  till 
times  were  ripe  for  the  complete  transference  desired  by  Fox 
and  Burke.  Patronage,  for  all  except  the  greatest  posts,  was 
nominally  left  to  the  Company.  But  in  practice  it  was  notorious 
that  Henry  Dundas,  on  behalf  of  Pitt’s  party  interests,  so  mani¬ 
pulated  Indian  patronage  as  to  purchase  the  Parliamentary 
support  of  Scotland  for  his  friend,  and  at  the  same  time  to  form 
that  connection  between  India  and  many  able  Scottish  families 
which  helped  to  mould  the  great  Anglo-Indian  traditions.  The 
plain  truth  was  that  until  English  party  government  ceased  to 
be  carried  on  by  the  barter  of  seats  and  votes,  and  until  the 
principle  of  competitive  examination  was  introduced  for  the 
Indian  Civil  Service,  neither  Fox  nor  Pitt,  nor  anyone  else, 
could  have  devised  a  method  of  governing  India  efficiently 
which  would  not  have  increased  the  governmental  power  of 
corrupting  Parliament. 

Under  Pitt’s  Bill  the  commercial  monopolies  and  functions 
of  the  Company  were  left  intact.  But  its  political  authority  was 
‘  controlled  ’  by  a  ‘  Board  of  Control  ’  appointed  by  the  Crown, 
and  representing  the  British  Cabinet  of  the  day,  with  the  power 
of  supervising  the  correspondence  between  the  Company  and 
its  servants  in  India.  In  effect,  the  members  of  the  Board  of 
Control,  and  more  particularly  Dundas,  the  Secretary  of  State, 
became  all-powerful,  and  the  Company  a  mere  mouthpiece  of 
their  will — an  antiquated  cog  in  the  new  State  machine.  The 
cry  against  Fox’s  Bill  had  been  very  largely  factious,  for  Pitt’s 
methods  indirectly  obtained  Fox’s  object. 

The  new  arrangements  in  India  itself  were  even  better, 
because  more  thorough.  It  was  Pitt’s  great  merit  to  make  the 
Governor-General  despotic  in  the  East  where  despotism  was 
understood  and  needed,  yet  subordinate  to  the  British  Parlia¬ 
mentary  Cabinet  at  home.  By  Pitt’s  Amending  Act,  the  Gover¬ 
nor-General  was  freed  from  the  control  of  his  Council,  which 
became  purely  advisory.  No  one  would  ever  again  be  asked  to 
govern  India  on  the  terms  of  Warren  Hastings,  subordinated 
to  mercantile  Directors  at  home,  and  thwarted  by  his  own 

1  P.  40,  above. 
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Council  in  Calcutta.  Pitt  tacked  an  efficient  despotism  in  India 
on  to  a  free  constitution  in  England,  without  either  suffering 
harm.  He  administered  most  skilfully  the  laws  he  had  passed, 
and  initiated  the  new  era.  He  appointed  first-rate  men  as 
Governors-General,  and  gave  to  each  of  them  the  attention, 
advice  and  support  for  which  Britain’s  servants  overseas  have 
a  right  to  look  from  the  home  government.  By  the  time  that 
Cornwallis  and  Wellesley,  backed  by  Pitt  and  Dundas,  had 
completed  their  work,  the  modern  Anglo-Indian  system  was  a 
working  part  of  the  British  Constitution,  and  a  normal  activity 
of  the  British  race.  The  main  outlines  of  our  policy,  internal  and 
external,  in  the  Indian  peninsula  had  been  securely  laid. 

The  British  Empire  in  Africa  had  not  yet  come  into  exist¬ 
ence.  The  interior  of  the  Dark  Continent  was  still  unmapped 
and  unexplored.1  Along  the  coast,  the  European  forts  and 
settlements  were  principally  Portuguese  and  Dutch,  though 
French  and  English  disputed  the  ownership  of  the  slave  and 
gold  depots  of  Guinea.  The  chief  connection  of  England  with 
Africa  was  the  slave-trade,  of  which  the  largest  share  was 
naturally  carried  on  by  the  most  energetic  of  the  seafaring 
peoples.  Bristol  and  Liverpool  were  the  centres  of  a  vested 
interest  that  throve  in  supplying  North  and  South  America  and 
the  West  Indies  with  slaves  crimped  along  the  African  coast. 

When  the  eighteenth  century  opened,  the  slave-trade  was 
looked  on  as  perfectly  respectable,  and  only  a  few  stray  voices 
were  raised  against  it.  The  right  of  supplying  Spanish  South 
America  with  African  slaves  was  one  of  the  most  valued  prizes 
that  our  statesmen  carried  off  from  Utrecht,  when  the  world 
1713  was  resettled  after  the  Marlborough  wars.  But  during  the 
middle  part  of  the  ‘  Century  of  Enlightenment,’  our  poets, 
philosophers  and  religious  enthusiasts,  including  John  Wesley 
himself,  and  the  Quaker  body  as  a  whole,  initiated  -the  attack 
on  the  slave-trade.  Religion  and  humanitarianism  began  to 
renew  a  connection  that  had  not  been  obvious  during  the 
Middle  Ages  or  the  wars  of  religion.  The  initiation  of  the  anti¬ 
slavery  movement  is  the  greatest  debt  that  the  world  owes 
to  the  Society  of  Friends. 

During  the  years  of  Pitt’s  peace  Ministry,  began  the  forma- 

»  Between  1795  and  1805,  Mungo  Park,  a  young  Scottish  surgeon, 
initiated  the  century’s  work  of  exploring  and  mapping,  which  Speke, 
Livingstone  and  H.  M.  Stanley  carried  on. 
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tion  of  Anti-Slave  Trade  Committees,  not  exclusively  com¬ 
posed  of  Quakers,  for  the  purpose  of  agitating  the  question 
politically  among  the  British  public.  Granville  Sharp  and  1787 
Clarkson  founded  the  first  of  these  Committees.  The  cause, 
at  the  same  time,  recruited  William  Wilberforce,  as  a  result  of 
his  *  conversion  ’  to  Evangelicalism,  while  Pitt  and  Fox,  with¬ 
out  that  incentive,  both  became  strong  adherents. 

The  success  of  this  agitation,  then  unique  in  the  character 
of  its  aims  and  methods,  is  one  of  the  turning  events  in  the 
history  of  the  world.  It  led  to  the  abolition  first  of  the  slave-  1806 
trade  and  then  of  slavery  itself  under  the  British  flag,  and  1833 
thereby  secured  abolition  by  all  those  European  nations  who, 
in  the  course  of  the  nineteenth  century,  divided  between  them 
the  helpless  bulk  of  Africa.  It  was  only  just  in  time.  If  slavery 
had  not  been  abolished  before  the  great  commercial  exploita¬ 
tion  of  the  tropics  began,  Africa  would  have  been  turned  by 
the  world’s  capitalists  into  a  slave-farm  so  enormous  that  it 
must  have  eventually  corrupted  and  destroyed  Europe  herself, 
as  surely  as  the  world-conquest  under  the  conditions  of  slavery 
destroyed  the  Roman  Empire. 

It  is  good  to  think  that  a  movement  of  such  immense  and 
beneficent  import  to  the  whole  world  should  have  been  begun 
and  mainly  carried  through  by  the  humanity  and  enlighten¬ 
ment  of  the  British  people  as  a  whole,  under  the  guidance  of 
an  entirely  unselfish  agitation,  using  new  methods  invented 
by  Englishmen  to  suit  English  conditions.  These  methods  of 
voluntary  organisation  and  open  propaganda  were  directed 
first  to  persuade  the  public,  and  then  to  bring  the  pressure  of 
public  opinion  to  bear  on  the  Government.  The  result  proved 
that,  in  spite  of  the  terrible  corruption  of  our  public  institu¬ 
tions,  the  spirit  of  the  British  body  politic  was  free  and  healthy 
as  compared  to  any  other  then  existing  in  the  world.  The 
systematic  propaganda  begun  by  Sharp  and  Wilberforce,  just 
before  the  French  Revolution,  was  stultified  for  some  years  by 
the  anti-Jacobin  reaction,  but  achieved  its  first  great  triumph  ig06 
early  in  the  following  century,  long  before  other  reforms  could 
come  to  fruition.  Its  methods  became  the  model  for  the  con¬ 
duct  of  hundreds  and  even  thousands  of  other  movements — 
political,  humanitarian,  social,  educational — which  have  been 
and  still  are  the  chief  arteries  of  the  life-blood  of  modern 
Britain,  where  every  man  and  woman  with  a  little  money,  or 
a  little  public  spirit,  is  constantly  joining  Leagues,  Unions  or 


WILBERFORCE 


52 

Committees  formed  to  agitate  some  question,  or  to  finance 
some  object,  local  or  national.  In  the  eighteenth  century  this 
was  not  so.  The  habits  engendered  by  the  anti-slavery  move¬ 
ment  were  a  main  cause  of  the  change. 

The  life  of  William  Wilberforce  is,  therefore,  a  fact  of  im¬ 
portance  in  the  general  history  of  the  world,  and  in  the  social 
history  of  our  island.  He  was  not  a  man  of  genius,  like  Wesley ; 
and  his  friends — Sharp,  Clarkson  and  Zachary  Macaulay 
— bore,  perhaps,  most  of  the  burden  and  heat  of  the  move¬ 
ment  which  made  his  fame.  But  it  was  he  who  adapted  it  to 
its  surroundings  in  the  religious,  political  and  social  England 
of  that  day.  Having  been,  before  his  conversion,  a  man  of  the 
world  and  a  favourite  member  of  the  best  society,  he  retained 
his  influence  over  the  governing  class,  even  after  he  had  become 
its  critic  from  the  standpoint  of  an  exacting  religious  code.  In 
the  strength  of  his  personal  charm,  his  virtues  and  his  very 
limitations,  he  seemed  raised  up  to  impress  the  Evangelical 
influence  on  English  life  during  the  half-century  of  his  cease¬ 
less  and  varied  activities. 

The  French  Revolution,  as  we  shall  see  in  the  next  chapter, 
inevitably  caused  among  the  well-to-do  over  here  a  horrified 
recoil  from  a  considerable  freedom  of  thought  in  religion  and 
politics,  to  the  hard  and  narrow  timidity  of  a  class  alarmed  for 
its  privileges  and  possessions.  There  was  a  concurrent  change 
in  manners  from  license  or  gaiety  to  hypocrisy  or  to  virtue. 
Family  prayers  spread  from  the  middle  to  the  upper  class.  ‘  Sun¬ 
day  observance  ’  was  revived  and  enforced.  *  It  was  a  wonder 
to  the  lower  orders,’  wrote  the  Annual  Register  for  1798, 
‘  throughout  all  parts  of  England,  to  see  the  avenues  to  the 
Churches  filled  with  carriages.  This  novel  appearance  prompted 
the  simple  country  people  to  enquire  what  was  the  matter  ?  ’ 

This  mood  of  sudden  sobriety,  and  the  conservative  call  for 
more  discipline,  found  satisfaction  in  the  Evangelicalism  of 
Wilberforce  and  his  friends  of  the  so-called  ‘  Clapham  Sect.’ 
These  men  were  striving  to  adapt  the  Church  of  England  to  a 
Puritanism  of  ordered  and  analysed  emotions,  closely  allied  to 
the  Methodism  that  had  recently  been  expelled  from  the  estab¬ 
lished  fold.  Average  Churchmen  of  the  ‘  high-and-dry  ’  school 
of  that  day  were  indeed  strong  Protestants;  but  they  hated 
Dissenters,  especially  during  the  anti-Jacobin  panic,  and  dis¬ 
liked  the  Evangelicals  for  showing  friendship  to  Methodists 
and  Quakers,  and  for  their  busy  zeal  about  salvation,  the  slave- 
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trade,  and  a  thousand  other  matters  best  left  alone.  Between 
these  two  schools  of  Churchmen  the  Tories  who  governed 
England  for  forty  years  were  divided.  This  division  is  the  key 
to  much  of  the  history  of  the  period,  for  religious  thought  and 
observance  then  had  a  profound  influence  on  all  social  and 
political  action. 

Pitt,  who  loved  Wilberforce,  but  deplored  his  conversion 
and  detested  his  Evangelical  friends,  became  every  year  more 
and  more  the  idol  and  the  leader  of  the  ‘  high-and-dry  ’  in 
Church  and  State.  Wilberforce,  who  believed  that  Christianity 
must  be  applied  to  politics,  while  he  persecuted  ‘  infidels  and 
deists  ’  with  the  zeal  of  an  inquisitor,  defended  Dissenters  and 
continued  to  desire  Parliamentary  Reform  and  to  clamour  for 
abolition  of  the  slave-trade;  while  Pitt,  under  the  influence  of 
Dundas,  Bishop  Tomline,  and  the  anti-Jacobin  reaction,  was 
becoming  indifferent  or  hostile  to  one  after  another  of  the 
movements  which  he  had  once  led,  and  more  and  more  the  tool 
of  vested  interests  of  every  kind. 

Wilberforce  found  that  the  people  who  stood  firm  for  the 
negro  cause  when  others  quailed,  were  the  Dissenters  and  the 
Democrats.1  In  1800,  Pitt  had  drawn  up  a  Bill  to  permit  the 
persecution  of  Dissenting  ministers  by  Tory  magistrates  all 
over  the  country,  in  contravention  of  the  Toleration  Act  of 
1689.  Lie  was  with  difficulty  persuaded  by  Wilberforce  not 
to  introduce  it.  *  That  they  should  think  of  attacking  the  Dis¬ 
senters  and  Methodists !  ’  wrote  the  good  man.  ‘  Pitt  has  no 
trust  in  me  on  any  religious  subject.  To  see  this  design  drawn 
out  in  a  Bill !  Never  so  much  moved  by  any  public  measure.’ 

He  was  indeed  stranded  in  a  position  between  parties.  But 
from  that  bank  and  shoal,  he  managed  to  exert, — by  his  extra¬ 
ordinary  tact,  personal  charm  and  utter  honesty  of  purpose, — 
an  ever-increasing  influence  on  the  changing  world  of  the  early 
nineteenth  century.  Directly  Pitt  died,  he  was  able,  with  Fox’s 
help,  to  get  the  slave-trade  abolished.  Some  of  Pitt’s  successors, 
like  Perceval,  were  members  of  the  ‘sect  ’  of  Evangelicals,  and 
the  bar  against  their  ecclesiastical  promotion  was  removed.  But 
their  strength,  like  that  of  the  earlier  Puritanism,  was  always 

1  ‘  I  do  not  imagine  that  we  could  meet  with  20  persons  in  Hull  at  present 
who  would  sign  a  petition  [against  the  Slave  Trade]  that  are  not  Republi¬ 
cans.  People  connect  Democratical  Principles  with  the  Abolition  of  the  Slave 
Trade  and  will  not  hear  it  mentioned,'  writes  Mr.  Clarkson  to  Wilberforce, 
1793.  In  1832  Wilberforce  wrote  that  ‘  it  cannot  be  denied  that  the  Church 
clergy  had  been  shamefully  lukewarm  in  the  cause  of  Slavery  abolition.’ 
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among  the  laity.  The  strongest  type  of  English  gentleman  in 
the  new  era,  whether  Whig  or  Tory,  was  often  Evangelical. 
The  army  knew  them  with  respect,  and  India  with  fear  and 
gratitude.  Their  influence  on  Downing  Street  and  in  the 
permanent  Civil  Service,  through  families  like  the  Stephens, 
gravely  affected  our  Colonial  policy  on  behalf  of  the  natives  of 
Africa  and  the  tropics,  sometimes  with  little  wisdom,  but 
oftenest  and  on  the  whole  for  the  great  good  of  mankind. 

The  hold  of  Wilberforce  and  the  anti-slavery  movement 
on  the  solid  middle  class  in  town  and  country  was  a  thing 
entirely  beautiful — English  of  the  best,  and  something  new  in 
the  world.  For  a  whole  generation,  the  anti-slavery  champion 
was  returned  at  every  election  for  the  great  popular  constitu¬ 
ency  of  Yorkshire.  He  could,  if  he  himself  had  consented,  have 
sat  for  it  during  the  rest  of  his  life.  In  those  days,  all  the  free¬ 
holders  had  to  come  up  to  the  cathedral  city  to  vote.  ‘  Boats 
are  proceeding  up  the  river  [from  Hull]  heavily  laden  with 
voters,’  says  a  letter  in  1807,  ‘and  hundreds  are  proceeding 
on  foot.’  ‘  Another  large  body,  chiefly  of  the  middle  class, 
from  Wensley  Dale,  was  met  on  their  road  by  one  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee.  “  For  what  parties,  gentlemen,  do  you  come  ?  ”  “  Wil¬ 
berforce,  to  a  man,”  was  their  leader’s  reply.’  When  on  Sunday 
the  vast  floor  of  York  Minster  wras  packed  with  the  freeholders 
of  the  three  ridings,  ‘  I  was  exactly  reminded,’  writes  Wilber¬ 
force,  ‘  of  the  great  Jewish  Passover  in  the  Temple,  in  the 
reign  of  Josiah.’ 

It  is  right  to  praise  highly  the  influence  of  Evangelicalism 
on  our  politics,  in  days  when  no  other  even  partially  enlight¬ 
ened  doctrine  could  get  a  hearing.  Evangelicalism  brought 
rectitude,  unselfishness  and  humanity  into  high  places,  and 
into  the  appeal  to  public  opinion.  But  there  is  one  great  defect 
in  its  political  record  under  Wilberforce  which  it  must  share 
with  the  spirit  of  that  iron  time.  Finely  alive  to  the  wrongs  of 
the  negroes  and  the  corruption  of  the  slave  drivers,  it  was  as 
callous  as  the  ‘  high-and-dry,’  or  the  employers  and  landlords 
themselves,  to  the  sufferings  of  the  English  poor  under  the 
changes  wrought  by  the  industrial  revolution.  Hannah  More 
and  her  friends  sincerely  believed  that  the  inequalities  of  for¬ 
tune  in  this  world  did  not  matter,  because  they  would  be  re¬ 
dressed  in  the  next.  They  even  persuaded  themselves,  and 
endeavoured  to  persuade  the  starving  labourers,  that  it  was  a 
spiritual  advantage  for  them  to  be  abjectly  poor,  provided  they 
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were  submissive  to  their  superiors.  Wilberforce  urged  upon 

the  willing  Pitt  the  duty  of  passing  the  Combination  Laws  1799-1800 

which  rendered  Trade  Unionism  illegal.  The  attitude  of  early 

Evangelicalism  to  British  poverty  took  the  peculiarly  nauseous 

form  of  charity  as  a  vehicle  for  tracts  and  enforced  religion.  It 

was  only  in  a  later  age  that  Evangelicalism  produced  Lord 

Shaftesbury,  the  Wilberforce  of  the  whites. 

During  Pitt’s  peace-ministry,  steps  were  taken  which 
opened  the  path  for  the  future  development  of  Canada  and 
Australasia  as  homes  of  the  English-speaking  races  and  as 
members  of  the  British  Empire. 

Various  parts  of  Australia  (then  called  New  Holland)  and 
of  New  Zealand  had  been  discovered  in  the  seventeenth  cen¬ 
tury  by  the  sailors  of  the  Dutch  East  India  Company  centred 
at  Java;  but  the  wonderful  voyages  of  Tasman  had  not  been  1642-4 
followed  up.  For  more  than  another  century,  the  Australasian 
seas  and  islands  were  outside  the  world’s  political  and  commer¬ 
cial  orbit,  and  even  beyond  the  range  of  its  scientific  curiosity. 

The  charm  was  at  length  broken,  not  by  the  agents  of  com¬ 
mercial  enterprise,  but  by  Captain  Cook,  acting  for  the  British 
Royal  Navy  in  the  interests  of  science  and  exploration.  The  1769-75 
fact  that  Cook  claimed  for  the  British  Crown  the  coasts  that 
he  discovered  in  New  Zealand  and  Australia,  was  not  really  as 
important  as  the  fact  that  he  brought  them  to  the  notice  and 
knowledge  of  our  navigators  and  statesmen.  The  French  dis¬ 
coverers  were  hard  on  the  same  track,  and  the  prize  was  still  for 
the  country  that  should  send  the  first  or  the  most  effective 
settlers. 

-  The  issue  was  decided  by  a  grotesque  event.  Lord  Sydney,  1786-8 
the  Home  Secretary,  persuaded  Pitt  that  the  felons  whom  it 
had  so  long  been  the  custom  to  transport  to  the  American 
colonies  now  lost,  could  be  suitably  disposed  of  at  Botany  Bay, 
about  which  Captain  Cook  had  set  people  talking.  There  is  no 
evidence  that  either  Pitt  or  Sydney  designed  to  build  a  new 
Britain  in  the  Antipodes.  If  they  had,  they  would  scarcely 
have  wished  to  lay  the  foundations  in  crime.  But  the  colony  of 
convicts,  among  whom  order  was  kept  by  the  King’s  troops 
and  officers,  afforded,  at  worst,  a  leaping-off  ground  for  vast 
regions  otherwise  unapproachable,  and  proved,  therefore,  to 
have  unexpected  attractions  to  shipload  after  shipload  of  free 
immigrants,  in  the  era  of  over-population  which  accompanied 
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the  Industrial  Revolution  in  Great  Britain.  The  real  history 
of  Australian  development  began,  not  with  the  felons,  who 
were  soon  swamped,  but  with  the  capitalist  ‘  squatters,’  who 
in  the  first  decades  of  the  nineteenth  century  introduced  cattle 
and  sheep  farming  on  a  large  scale,  and  opened  out  an  attrac¬ 
tive  field  of  enterprise  for  adventurous  spirits. 

If  Pitt  helped  to  found  Australia  ‘  in  a  fit  of  absence  of 
mind,’  his  statesmanship  was  applied  consciously  and  with 
good  effect  to  the  early  problems  of  Canadian  nationhood. 

For  twenty  years  after  Chatham  and  Wolfe  had  wrested 
Canada  from  the  French  Crown,  the  only  important  element  in 
the  population  had  been  the  French  habitans.  They  were  recon¬ 
ciled  to  British  allegiance  by  the  respect  paid  to  their  alien  laws 
and  religion.  Our  policy  in  conquered  Canada  was  in  striking 
contrast  to  the  folly  and  violence  with  which,  in  the  same  years, 
we  alienated  our  brother-Englishmen  of  New  England  and 
Virginia.  Canada  was  kept  loyal  during  the  great  disruption  by 
Sir  Guy  Carleton,  Lord  Dorchester,  who  governed  it,  with  some 
intervals,  from  1766  to  1796.  Carleton  was  the  originator  of 
the  spirit  of  liberal  government  which,  formulated  for  a  later 
age  by  Lord  Durham,  has  held  together  the  modern  British 
Empire,  and  has  never  been  neglected  without  disaster. 

In  the  first  part  of  his  career,  Carleton  had  reconciled  the 
French  priests  and  peasants  to  British  rule.  In  the  second  half, 
he  had  to  face,  with  the  help  of  Pitt,  the  more  complicated 
problem  of  fitting  into  the  Canadian  system  an  English- 
speaking  element,  as  Protestant  and  progressive  as  the  habitans 
were  stationary  and  Catholic.  He  had  to  devise  a  policy  for  the 
Crown  which  would  retain  for  it  the  common  loyalty  of  two 
mutually  antagonistic  societies — the  very  problem  in  which 
England  had  so  lamentably  failed  in  her  dealings  with  Ireland. 

The  first  large  English-speaking  immigration  into  Canada 
was  the  direct  result  of  the  loss  of  the  other  North-American 
colonies.  The  American  Loyalists,  for  the  crime  of  having 
continued  faithful  to  the  government  de  jure ,  were  driven  as 
penniless  exiles  from  their  old  homes,  by  an  act  of  democratic 
tyranny  comparable  to  the  worst  acts  of  European  despotism. 
They  were  men  sifted  out  by  a  persecution  and  therefore,  as 
in  the  case  of  the  Pilgrim  Fathers,  or  the  Huguenots,  made 
good  immigrants.  About  forty  thousand  of  them  had  been 
expelled  from  the  United  States.  They  poured  in  great 
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numbers  into  Nova  Scotia,  created  there  the  separate  province 
of  New  Brunswick,  and  settled  the  neighbouring  island  of  Cape 
Breton.  Some  ten  thousand  of  them  penetrated  inland  into 
Canada  proper;  of  these,  some  stayed  among  the  French,  near 
Quebec,  but  more  went  further  up  the  St.  Lawrence,  into  the 
primeval  forests  to  the  north  of  the  Great  Lakes.  This  district 
of  Upper  Canada  or  Ontario,  then  in  the  ‘  far  West,’  was 
English-speaking  from  the  moment  of  its  settlement;  the  pro¬ 
vinces  on  the  Atlantic  coast  had  also  become  mainly  Anglo- 
Saxon.  But  in  the  centre,  Lower  Canada  or  Quebec  remained 
chiefly  French.  In  British  North  America,  taken  as  a  whole, 
the  French  still  predominated  in  numbers,  because  Quebec 
was  the  most  thickly  inhabited  district. 

The  newcomers,  known  as  the  United  Empire  Loyalists, 
were  so  far  from  being  slaves  and  myrmidons  of  tyranny — as 
they  were  described  by  those  who  expelled  them  from  their 
homes — that  the  first  act  of  the  pioneers  on  their  arrival  in 
the  land  of  promise  on  the  Upper  St.  Lawrence,  was  to  agitate, 
after  the  manner  of  their  race,  for  popular  assemblies,  which 
were  a  stumbling-block  to  the  French  habitant.  They  wished 
also  for  the  English  land-law  instead  of  the  French  feudal 
system,  and,  in  fact,  for  a  society  on  the  Anglo-Saxon  model. 

It  was  the  task  of  Carleton  and  Pitt  to  satisfy  these  demands 
without  alienating  the  French.  Pitt  and  his  new  Home  Secre¬ 
tary,  Grenville,  decided,  in  opposition  to  Carleton  who  was 
wrong  for  once,  that  it  was  necessary  to  divide  Upper  and 
Lower  Canada  into  two  Provinces — the  one  to  enjoy  English, 
the  other  French  law  and  customs.  It  was  indeed  the  only  way, 
at  that  time,  in  which  the  Anglo-Saxons,  still  a  small  minority, 
could  enjoy  free  racial  self-development,  otherwise  than  by 
lording  it  over  the  French  majority  as  the  English  settlers 
were  allowed  to  lord  it  in  Ireland  :  the  division  prescribed  by 
Pitt  for  Canada  was  the  means  of  concord,  in  contrast  to  his 
unhappy  ‘union’  of  opposites  nearer  home.  Under  the 
provision  of  the  Canada  Act  of  1791,  the  English-speaking 
province  which  it  created  grew,  in  the  half-century  before  the 
legislation  based  on  Lord  Durham’s  report,  from  10,000  to 
over  400,000  inhabitants. 

The  institutions  set  up  in  the  two  Canadas  by  Pitt  and 
Grenville  were  not  those  of  ‘  responsible  ’  government,  for  the 
executive  could  not  be  chosen  or  removed  by  the  legisla¬ 
ture.  But  representative  assemblies  were  granted  to  advise  the 
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Governor,  vote  the  taxes,  and  pass  the  laws,  like  our  Parliaments 
in  Tudor  or  early  Stuart  days.  The  French  were  thus  gradually 
trained  up  in  the  use  of  electoral  methods  entirely  strange  to 
them,  while  the  infant  Anglo-Saxon  community  in  the  Upper 
Province  was,  for  the  time,  satisfied  with  a  degree  of  self- 
government  adapted  to  its  still  primitive  conditions  of  life  in 
the  clearings  of  the  wilderness.  During  the  ensuing  period  of 
transition,  the  French  and  English  province  both  remained 
loyal  in  the  main,  and  only  gradually  outgrew  this  provisional 
system  of  semi-popular  government. 

If  Pitt  has  sometimes  been  overpraised  for  some  aspects  of 
his  policy  nearer  home,  he  has  never  received  the  full  meed  of 
credit  for  his  timely  dealings  with  distant  Canada.  He  was, 
fortunately,  in  a  position  to  look  across  the  Atlantic,  with  those 
wise  eyes  of  his,  over  the  heads  of  the  vested  interests  that  sur¬ 
rounded  and  dominated  him  in  the  affairs  of  Great  Britain  and 
Ireland. 

Lord  Grenville’s  proposal,  adopted  by  Pitt,  to  give  here¬ 
ditary  titles  to  the  members  of  the  Governor’s  Legislative 
Council,  was  never  carried  out  in  a  land  that  had  no  feudal 
background.  The  clearings  of  the  forests  of  Ontario  were 
certainly  very  different,  socially,  from  the  English  villages 
in  the  age  of  the  enclosures  and  the  ‘  Speenhamland  Act.’  It 
is  difficult  to  exaggerate  the  advantage  to  the  Empire  and  the 
race  of  the  creation,  at  this  particular  juncture,  of  the  pioneer 
province  of  Upper  Canada,  as  a  place  ready  made  for  the  recep¬ 
tion  of  the  victims  of  the  economic  revolution  then  going  on  in 
Great  Britain.  The  Canadian  conditions,  like  those  of  Aus¬ 
tralia  and  New  Zealand  shortly  afterwards,  were  almost  ideal 
for  rehabilitating  the  self-respect  of  the  bullied  and  pauperised 
labourer  of  the  English  shires.  ‘  In  Canada,’  wrote  one  of  them, 
‘  we  can  have  our  liberty,  and  need  not  be  afraid  of  speaking 
of  our  rights.’  ‘  We  have  no  gamekeepers,  and  more  privileges,’ 
wrote  another.  The  Scots,  too,  so-on  discovered  the  Canadian 
trail.  The  forests  fell,  the  log  huts  rose,  and  the  rich  wilder¬ 
ness  began  its  yield  of  crops  and  of  men. 
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CHAPTER  IV 

The  reactions  on  England  of  economic  change  and  of  the  French  Revolu 
tion — Anti- J  acobins  and  Democrats — Burke  and  Paine — Pitt  and  the 
new  Toryism — Fox  and  the  Whig  via  media — Suppression  of  the  demo¬ 
cratic  movement — Course  of  the  revolution  in  France — Causes  of  war 
with  France. 

The  Parliamentary  government  of  England  in  the  eighteenth 
century  was,  as  we  have  seen,  a  form  of  aristocracy,  tempered 
on  the  one  hand  by  a  remnant  of  monarchy  that  became  more 
prominent  under  George  III,  and  on  the  other  hand  by  a  cer¬ 
tain  deference  to  public  opinion  and  by  a  very  great  respect 
for  local  and  individual  rights.  It  revered  law  and  precedent 
much  more  than  it  aimed  at  effective  administration  or  public 
utility.  Its  spirit  had  little  in  common  either  with  the  conti¬ 
nental  despotisms  of  that  day,  or  with  the  democratic  Britain 
of  our  own.  The  idea  of  making  Parliament  the  engine  of  a 
systematic  democracy  had  indeed  been  advanced  by  the  armed 
Radicals  who  attempted  to  recast  the  Commonwealth  in  the 
time  of  Cromwell,  but  their  work  had  been  uncongenial  to  the 
social  structure  and  traditions  of  the  land.  When,  after  1688, 
religious  animosities  had  been  damped  down  by  a  latitudin- 
arian  toleration,  there  was  not  left  in  England  the  stuff  out  of 
which  revolutions  or  popular  governments  are  made. 

From  the  return  of  Charles  II  until  the  publication  of 
Paine’s  Rights  of  Man ,  there  was  no  movement  to  introduce 
democracy  into  our  island.  The  speculative  debates  on  popular 
rights  and  universal  suffrage  which  the  Army  agitators  had 
held  with  Cromwell  and  Ireton  had  left  no  impression  on 
English  political  thought.  And  although  the  memory  of  the 
regicide  Republic  no  doubt  influenced  the  movements  of  the 
eighteenth  century  in  France,  America  and  England,  no  con¬ 
tinuous  underground  tradition,  such  as  that  which  had  passed 
on  the  fire  from  Wycliffe’s  Lollards  to  the  men  of  the  Tudor 
Reformation,  connected  John  Lilburne  and  the  Levellers  with 
modern  Radicalism  and  Socialism.  The  new  movements  had 
new  origins. 

Under  the  social  and  economic  conditions  of  England  in 
the  eighteenth  century,  life  had  many  pleasant  aspects  for  the 
mass  of  the  people  both  in  town  and  country.  Social  differ¬ 
ences  and  political  inequalities  were  accepted  cheerfully  by  all. 
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High  and  low  were  ‘  freeborn  Britons,’  satisfied  with  their  lot, 
and  despising  the  starved  and  frog-eating  French.  In  spite  of 
political  corruption,  it  was  in  its  social  aspects  the  ideal  age 
of  a  true  conservatism. 

Only  when  the  Industrial  Revolution  had  undermined  the 
old  freedom  and  happiness  of  large  classes  of  society,  had  made 
their  individual  lives  in  field  and  factory  intolerable,  and  had 
at  the  same  time  collected  great  masses  of  them  together  in 
the  industrial  districts,  did  democracy  begin  slowly  to  com¬ 
mend  itself  to  the  victims  as  a  means  of  bettering  their  lot 
through  politics.  In  the  early  years  of  the  French  Revolution 
this  hope,  first  propounded  to  them  by  Tom  Paine,  was  rejected 
by  the  great  majority  of  working  men.  But  the  idea,  though 
suppressed  and  persecuted,  took  root,  and  in  the  first  two 
decades  of  the  nineteenth  century  gradually  made  converts  of 
the  wage-earners,  on  account  of  their  sufferings,  and  on  account 
of  the  harsh  interference  of  the  State  against  any  attempts  on 
their  part  to  secure  a  living  wage  from  their  employers.  The 
enforcement  of  Pitt’s  laws  against  incipient  Trade  Unionism 
pointed  the  working  classes  to  the  need  of  political  action 
through  Parliamentary  Reform. 

Side  by  side  with  this  new  proletariat,  the  Industrial  Revo¬ 
lution  was  creating,  as  the  old  century  closed,  a  number  of  new 
middle  classes,  of  varying  wealth  and  importance,  from  humble 
clerks  to  those  ‘  captains  of  industry  ’  who  began  to  rival  the 
territorial  magnates  in  wealth,  and  in  power  over  the  lives  of 
others.  These  new  classes  had  no  place  allotted  them  in  the 
political  and  municipal  system  of  the  old  regime.  The  Tory¬ 
ism  of  the  anti-Jacobin  reaction,  while  in  the  economic  field  it 
gave  them  strenuous  support  against  their  working-class  em¬ 
ployees,  would  allow  them  no  voice  either  in  national  or  local 
government.  They  were  encouraged  by  all  means  to  make 
money  for  themselves  and  for  the  tax-gatherer,  but  otherwise 
they  must  learn  that  they  had  come  into  the  world  too  late  to 
be  counted  among  the  privileged  orders.  The  new  middle 
classes  were  patient  of  this  feudal  exclusiveness  during  one  gene¬ 
ration  of  anti-French  Toryism,  prompted  in  part  by  patriotic 
support  of  the  great  war.  Then  they  too  swung  heavily  round 
towards  Radicalism,  and  ushered  in  the  era  of  successful  reform. 

Although,  as  we  shall  see,  the  French  Revolution  was  the 
immediate  occasion  of  the  democratic  movement  in  England, 
and  the  occasion  also  of  its  initial  defeat,  our  own  Industrial 
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Revolution  was  the  more  lasting  and  effective  cause.  It  is  fas¬ 
cinating  to  watch  the  complicated  interplay  of  these  two  motive 
forces,  the  one  external  and  the  other  internal,  the  one  always 
in  the  limelight,  and  the  other  only  gradually  and  partially 
forcing  its  greater  importance  upon  the  notice  of  Whig  and 
Tory  statesmen. 

1780-85  The  first  agitation  .for  Parliamentary  Reform,  which  had 
arisen  among  the  old-fashioned  Yorkshire  freeholders  and  was 
supported  by  Pitt  as  well  as  by  Fox,  was  not  a  democratic  or 
even  a  modern  movement.  It  had  no  relation  to  the  Industrial 
Revolution.  It  proposed  to  abolish  a  few  of  the  rotten  boroughs 
and  to  increase  the  county  representation.  It  advocated  this 
degree  of  Parliamentary  Reform,  not  on  any  theory  of  elevating 
the  middle  or  lower  class,  or  of  enriching  the  poor,  but  merely 
to  obtain  good  government  for  the  nation  as  a  whole.  The 
agitation  had  been  provoked  by  George  III,  and  was  intended 
to  put  an  end  to  his  personal  rule  exercised  through  the  nomi¬ 
nated  and  bribed  majority  of  the  House  of  Commons.  It  was 
as  much  a  movement  of  occasion  as  of  principle. 

When,  therefore,  the  rule  of  the  ‘  King’s  Friends  ’  came 
to  an  end  after  1782,  and  when  the  disasters  of  the  American 
war  were  being  repaired  by  the  healing  policy  of  Pitt  as  peace 
Minister,  the  agitation  lost  so  much  of  its  force  that  Pitt  threw 
it  over,  after  the  rejection  of  his  Reform  Bill  in  1785.  If  this 
old-world  proposal  had  been  carried,  it  would  at  least  have 
greatly  eased  the  path  of  the  new  world,  so  painfully  struggling 
on  to  the  scene. 

The  second  stage  of  the  Reform  movement,  and  the  first 
that  indicated  the  coming  of  a  new  era,  occurred  in  the  years 
immediately  preceding  and  following  the  fall  of  the  Bastille. 
The  leadership  lay  with  the  philosophic  Dissenters,  Price  and 
Priestley.  Pitt  not  only  dropped  Parliamentary  Reform,  but 
in  1787  and  again  in  1789  opposed  the  abolition  of  the  Test 
and  Corporation  Acts  which  debarred  Dissenters  and  Roman 
Catholics  from  civil  rights.  Fox,  on  the  other  hand,  warmly 
espoused  the  cause  of  religious  equality  and  asserted  the 
modern  principle  that 4  religion  is  not  a  proper  test  for  a  poli¬ 
tical  institution/ 

The  Dissenters,  now  hopeless  of  relief  from  Pitt  or  from 
the  existing  House  of  Commons,  began  to  agitate  for  Parlia¬ 
mentary  Reform  as  a  step  necessary  to  their  own  civil  enfran- 
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chisement.  Dissenters  and  Parliamentary  Reformers  alike  were 
alienated  from  Pitt  and,  in  spite  of  the  unsavoury  memories  of 
the  Coalition  with  North  and  of  the  Regency  debates,  began 
with  caution  to  draw  towards  Fox  and  the  more  liberal  section 
of  the  Whigs.  In  this  juncture  of  our  affairs,  the  news  from 
France  began  to  affect  the  political  imagination  of  Englishmen.  1789 
France,  not  yet  turned  Jacobin,  had  replaced  a  despotism  by  a 
constitutional  monarchy  and  was  framing  a  code  of  laws  which 
put  men  of  every  creed  on  the  same  platform  of  civil  rights. 

The  more  progressive  members  of  the  Whig  party,  led  by  Fox, 
were  at  one  with  the  philosophic  Dissenters  in  acclaiming  the 
dawn  of  world-wide  political  enfranchisement  and  religious 
equality,  while  Burke,  who  already  heard  the  fall  of  civilisa¬ 
tion  in  the  falling  stones  of  the  Bastille,  flung  himself  against 
the  Unitarian  Reformers  with  all  the  heaviest  weapons  of  his 
splendid  armoury. 

In  magnificence  of  diction  and  loftiness  of  soul,  Burke  is 
the  only  English  publicist  who  stands  beside  Milton.  His 
Reflections  on  the  French  Revolution  have  enshrined  in  a  perfect  Nov. 
form  the  conservative  principles  which  constitute  one-half  of  1790 
our  political  and  social  happiness.  But  for  recognition  of  the 
other  half  he  was  surpassed  by  many  men  far  his  inferior  in 
genius.  And,  whatever  he  may  have  intended,  he  appealed  to 
passions  only  less  cruel  than  those  which  he  so  justly  execrated 
in  the  French  mob.  It  was  not  the  first  time  in  history  that  an 
angel’s  trumpet  roused  the  fiends. 

An  unreasoned  hatred  of  Dissenters,  prevalent  in  the 
higher  orders  of  society  and  locally  in  the  slum  population,  was 
stirred  to  fury  by  the  lead  that  Burke  had  given  against  Parlia¬ 
mentary  Reformers  and  friends  of  the  French  Revolution. 
Priestley  was  a  scientist  of  European  reputation  in  an  age  when 
scientists  were  few.  He  was  a  man  of  blameless  life  and  high 
public  spirit.  He  was  not  a  Republican,  but  he  was  a  Dissenter 
— indeed  a  Unitarian — and  he  was  now  active  in  favour  of 
Parliamentary  Reform  and  repeal  of  the  Test  Acts,  and  in 
public  approval  of  the  general  course  of  the  French  Revolution 
up  to  the  summer  of  1791.  Therefore  his  house  and  scientific 
instruments  were  destroyed  by  the  ‘  Church  and  State  ’  mob 
of  Birmingham,  who  had  been  incited  against  Nonconformists 
by  sermons  and  pamphlets  of  the  local  clergy,  and  were  per¬ 
sonally  encouraged  on  the  night  of  riot  by  two  Justices  of  the 
Peace.  Dissenting  chapels,  and  private  houses  of  Dissenters, 
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even  if  the  owners  had  nothing  to  do  with  politics,  were 
destroyed  that  night,  with  signs  of  connivance  on  the  part  of  the 
magistrates.  The  riots  took  place  more  than  a  year  before  the 
September  massacres,  and  a  year  and  a  half  before  the  war  be¬ 
tween  England  and  France,  which  was  afterwards  pleaded  as  a 
sufficient  justification  for  the  persecution  of  Liberal  opinions. 

The  second  phase  of  the  Reform  movement,  as  cham¬ 
pioned  by  the  Dissenters  in  the  palmy  days  of  the  fall  of  the 
Bastille,  may  be  said  to  have  been  put  down  by  popular  violence 
before  the  end  of  1791.  Early  in  the  following  year  a  more 
significant  agitation  was  begun  among  a  class  of  men  who  had 
never  yet  acted  in  politics  on  their  own  behalf — the  working 
men  in  the  great  towns. 

The  democratic  movement  in  England — that  is  to  say,  the 
claim  put  forward  by  the  common  people  themselves  that  they 
should  choose  their  governors  in  order  to  improve  their  own 
conditions  of  life — owed  its  origin  to  the  spectacle  of  the  French 
Revolution  and  to  the  writings  of  Tom  Paine.  And  the  same 
causes  that  gave  it  birth  proved  in  the  first  instance  its  undoing. 
The  forcible  suppression  for  so  many  years  of  the  English 
movement  was  rendered  possible  by  the  course  of  the  foreign 
revolution  that  aroused  it,  and  by  the  impolitic  and  uncom¬ 
promising  logic  of  its  first  champion. 

Paine  was  an  English  Quaker  by  origin.  But  he  had  early 
settled  in  America,  where  his  pamphlet  Common  Sense  had 
urged  the  colonists  to  cut  the  knot  of  their  difficulties  with 
England  by  declaring  themselves  an  independent  Republic. 
He  may  have  been  a  good  ‘  citizen  of  the  world,’  but  he  was 
never  a  good  Englishman.  However,  he  was  again  in  England, 
and  as  soon  as  he  read  Burke’s  Reflections  on  the  French  Revo¬ 
lution ,  he  sat  down  to  write  a  reply.  The  First  Part  of  the 
Rights  of  Man  appeared  in  February  1791. 

In  answer  to  Burke’s  ultra-conservative  doctrine,  which 
tended  to  bind  up  the  English  Constitution  for  ever  by  the 
pact  of  1689,  Paine  stated  the  full  democratic  thesis  :  that 
government  is  derived  from  the  people,  can  be  altered  at  their 
will,  and  must  be  carried  on  for  their  benefit,  through  a  system 
of  popular  representation.  The  pamphlet  circulated  by  tens 
of  thousands  among  classes  who  hitherto  knew  nothing  of  poli¬ 
tics,  save  when  at  election  time  ‘  the  quality  ’  dispensed  beer 
and  money  to  make  a  mob  for  the  hustings.  The  idea  that 
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politics  was  an  affair  of  the  common  people  as  such,  and  a 
means  by  which  they  could  alleviate  their  poverty,  was  new 
and  strange.  But  the  events  in  France  had  roused  our  ancestors 
to  unwonted  mental  activity,  and  in  179 1-2  Burke  and  Paine 
were  read  and  discussed  with  a  simple  eagerness  natural  to 
men  plunged  for  the  first  time  into  political  speculation. 

Government  declined,  in  spite  of  much  shrill  advice,  to 
prosecute  the  First  Part  of  the  Rights  of  Man ,  where  the  author 
had  not  clearly  drawn  out  all  the  inferences  of  his  represen¬ 
tative  theory  of  government.  But  in  the  Second  Part,  published 
in  February  1792,  Paine’s  logical  sword  came  right  out  of  the 
scabbard.  He  claimed  that  all  the  hereditary  elements  in  the 
Constitution,  both  Monarchy  and  House  of  Lords,  ought  to 
be  abolished,  and  the  country  governed  by  its  representatives 
alone,  sitting  either  in  one  or  two  Chambers.  Government 
would  then  be  carried  on  for  the  benefit  of  the  mass  of  the 
people.  Pensions  on  the  taxes  now  granted  to  the  rich  would  be 
diverted,  and  used,  together  with  a  graduated  income-tax,  to  give 
education  to  the  poor,  old-age  pensions  and  maternity  benefit. 

Far  the  greater  part  of  Paine’s  ‘  criminal  propositions  ’  are 
accomplished  facts  of  the  present  day.  The  only  part  of  the 
Rights  of  Man  that  could  with  any  justice  be  stigmatised  as 
‘  seditious  ’  lay  in  its  republicanism.  Yet  that  part  inevitably 
attracted  most  attention,  and  in  view  of  contemporary  events 
in  France  aroused  violent  alarm.  It  is  indeed  true  that  Paine 
had  not  advised  conspiracy  or  rebellion,  and  that  the  country 
could  have  sifted  out  for  itself  what  it  wanted  in  his  doctrine, 
and  rejected  the  rest — as  indeed  it  has  since  done.  But  feeling 
was  too  hot  and  fear  of  the  French  Revolution  too  profound  to 
allow  of  such  nice  considerations.  The  Government  now  prose¬ 
cuted  and  suppressed  the  Rights  of  Man ,  and  Paine,  warned  in 
time  by  his  friend,  the  poet  Blake,  fled  for  his  life  to  France, 
where  he  was  as  nearly  as  possible  guillotined  for  denouncing 
the  Terror  and  endeavouring  to  save  the  life  of  Louis  XVI.1 

1  Cobbett,  in  his  Tory  days,  sang  of  Paine  : 

‘  Tom  Paine  for  the  devil  is  surely  a  match  ; 

In  hanging  old  England  he  cheated  Jack  Catch. 

In  France  (the  first  time  such  a  thing  had  been  seen) 

He  cheated  the  watchful  and  sharp  guillotine. 

And  at  last,  to  the  sorrow  of  all  the  beholders, 

He  marched  out  of  life  with  his  head  on  his  shoulders.' 

In  1819  Cobbett,  by  a  rather  childish  act  of  repentance,  brought  back 
Tom  Paine’s  bones  from  America  to  England  in  his  luggage  1 
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He  was  a  man  of  undaunted  courage  and  wholly  devoted  to 
the  public  interest  as  he  saw  it.  But  he  was  singularly  deficient 
in  patriotic  feeling :  in  1798,  like  any  emigre ,  he  was  advising 
Bonaparte,  as  the  champion  of  republicanism,  how  to  invade 
England ! 

It  was  on  the  question  of  loyalty  to  the  Crown  that  the 
Democratic  and  Liberal  movements  foundered.  Paine  com¬ 
mitted  the  capital  error  of  identifying  the  theory  of  represen¬ 
tative  government  with  a  scheme  of  rigid  republicanism.  In 
advising  the  English  to  abolish  the  form  of  monarchy,  he  made 
a  ruinous  mistake.  He  was  too  much  of  an  American,  a  theorist, 
a  friend  of  the  human  race  and  altogether  too  little  of  an 
Englishman  to  see  that  his  republican  logic  would  not  apply 
to  our  island.  But  the  error  was  not  as  gratuitous  as  it  would 
be  to-day.  Monarchy  in  the  reign  of  George  III  was  very 
different  from  monarchy  in  the  reign  of  George  V.  George  III 
had  lost  us  America,  and  was  destined  to  prevent  the  recon¬ 
ciliation  of  Ireland.  He  stood  in  the  way  of  the  abolition  of 
the  slave-trade  and  of  any  chance  of  Parliamentary  Reform. 

The  Whigs  ultimately  reduced  the  power  of  the  Crown  by 
passing  the  Reform  Bill,  and  by  instilling  their  doctrines  into 
the  youthful  Queen  Victoria.  But  in  1 792  they  had  no  remedy. 
Those  of  them  who  would  not  follow  Burke  into  the  Tory 
camp  found  it  impossible  to  dissociate  themselves  in  the  public 
mind  from  Tom  Paine,  though  they  abjured  and  cordially  de¬ 
tested  him.  For  years  he  stuck  to  everything  Liberal  like  a 
burr.  Either  you  were  for  *  the  good  old  King,’  or  else  you  were 
set  down  as  a  rebel  and  a  Painite.  The  man  in  the  street,  as 
he  gazed  through  the  shop  windows  at  Gillray’s  cartoons,  began 
to  think  of  the  Foxite  Whigs  as  people  in  red  caps  of  liberty  in¬ 
tent  on  beheading  George  III  and  setting  up  a  ragged  Republic. 

At  this  stage  in  our  affairs,  in  the  early  months  of  1792, 
while  the  Second  Part  of  the  Rights  of  Man  was  appearing  and 
men  were  choosing  their  sides  at  the  dictation  of  the  most 
extravagant  hopes  and  fears  about  the  new  era,  two  societies 
sprang  into  being.  Thomas  Flardy,  the  shoemaker,  founded 
the  Corresponding  Society,  while  Grey  and  his  young  Parlia¬ 
mentary  allies  founded  the  Friends  of  the  People.  Both 
societies  aimed  at  Parliamentary  Reform ;  both  were  shortlived, 
but  one  of  them  was  the  origin  of  the  future  Radical,  and  the 
other  of  the  Whig-Liberal  party.  They  stood  for  two  prin¬ 
ciples  of  progress  familiar  in  English  history — the  people  help- 
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ing  themselves,  and  a  section  of  the  governing  class  helping 
the  people. 

Thomas  Hardy’s  Corresponding  Society  was  the  first  poli¬ 
tical  and  educational  club  of  working-men.  It  supplied  the 
natural  leaders  of  that  class  with  the  opportunity  to  emerge 
and  lead,  with  the  means  of  study  and  debate,  and  with  an 
embryo  organisation.  There  was  then  little  Trade  Union  life 
and  that  little  was  of  a  purely  economic  character;  there  was 
no  Co-operative  Society  life,  and  no  higher  education  for  the 
working  class;  and  therefore  the  Corresponding  Society,  apart 
from  its  political  aspect,  had  high  educational  and  social  value. 

If  it  had  not  been  crushed  by  the  authorities,  it  would  have 
done  a  still  greater  work  and  would  early  have  stimulated  other 
movements  in  working-class  life,  that  began  many  years  too  late. 

Yet  in  the  actual  circumstances  of  the  time  it  was  certain 
that  the  authorities  would  regard  the  Corresponding  Society 
as  seditious.  Its  political  programme  was  Universal  Suffrage 
and  Annual  Parliaments — that  and  nothing  more.  But  its 
members  did  in  fact  circulate  Paine’s  writings,  and  most  of 
them  were  theoretically  Republicans.  And  therefore,  although 
it  was  for  Parliamentary  Reform  that  they  worked  as  the  prac¬ 
tical  object,  their  alarmed  neighbours  naturally  supposed  that 
Universal  Suffrage  was  asked  for  as  a  step  to  the  Republic. 

Hardy  and  his  friends  were  Londoners.  London  was  then 
more  radical  than  the  North,  perhaps  because  the  Westminster 
and  Middlesex  elections,  held  on  a  democratic  franchise  and 
enlivened  by  Wilkes  and  by  Fox,  had  accustomed  the  inhabi¬ 
tants  of  the  capital  to  watch  real  political  contests,  unknown  in 
most  towns  before  the  Reform  Bill.  At  this  time  the  working¬ 
men  in  Lancashire  were  still  for  ‘  Church  and  State.’  The  year 
after  the  Birmingham  riots,  the  Manchester  mob  imitatively 
wrecked  houses  of  Dissenters  and  bourgeois  reformers.  But 
the  Tom  Paine  movement,  working  through  the  Correspond¬ 
ing  Society  and  the  somewhat  more  middle-class  Society  for 
Constitutional  Information,  acted  from  London,  Sheffield  and 
Norwich  on  the  rest  of  England,  and  sowed  broadcast  the 
ideas  that  re-emerged  in  the  days  of  Peterloo  as  the  Radical 
creed  of  the  working-men  in  Lancashire  and  the  Industrial 
North. 

The  action  from  which  the  Whig-Liberal  party  takes  its  April 
origin,  was  the  founding  of  the  ‘  Friends  of  the  People  ’  Society  17;,“ 
by  young  Charles  Grey,  forty  years  afterwards  the  Reform  Bill 
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Premier.  It  broke  up  the  old  Whig  party  on  domestic  issues, 
a  year  before  the  war  with  France.  There  had  been  no  split  in 
1791  when  Burke  had  renounced  his  friendship  with  Fox  on 
the  floor  of  the  House,  in  a  heated  controversy  on  the  merits 
of  the  French  Revolution.  At  that  time  the  majority  of  the 
Whig  members,  preferring  Fox  to  Burke  personally,  regarded 
the  views  of  both  on  the  French  question  as  extravagant,  and 
refused  to  quarrel  among  themselves  about  the  internal  affairs 
of  a  foreign  country.  The  incident  had  left  Burke  more  angry 
and  more  isolated  than  before.  That  year  he  left  Brooks’s  Club, 
to  which  all  sections  of  the  party  belonged.  The  split  in  the 
party  itself  did  not  come  till  twelve  months  later.  It  was  Grey’s 
action  in  founding  the  Friends  of  the  People  Society  to  demand 
Parliamentary  Reform,  while  repudiating  Paine,  which  drove 
the  anti-reform  section  under  the  Duke  of  Portland  to  concert 
measures  with  Pitt  against  their  fellow-Whigs. 

Fox  was  thereby  compelled  to  choose  whether  in  the  future 
he  would  work  only  with  the  Reformers  or  only  with  the  anti- 
Reformers  of  his  party.  He  had  hoped  against  hope  to  avoid 
making  the  choice,  but  he  had  no  doubt  how  to  choose,  if 
choose  he  must.  If  he  had  declined  to  throw  his  shield  over 
the  Friends  of  the  People,  they  and  not  the  Portland  Whigs 
would  have  had  to  go.  For  Fox  was  the  Whig  party,  with 
whomsoever  he  chose  to  abide.  In  siding  with  Reform,  he  de¬ 
stroyed  his  own  career  and  his  good  name  in  the  world,  but  he 
prevented  the  Whigs  from  becoming  bottle-holders  to  the  anti- 
Jacobin  Tories,  and  so  enabled  England,  many  years  after  his 
own  death,  to  obtain  reform  without  revolution. 

In  1792  there  seemed  no  immediate  future  for  a  party 
standing  out  for  Parliamentary  Reform.  No  politician  who 
cared  more  for  power  and  popularity  than  for  the  principles  he 
held,  would  ever  have  dreamed  of  joining  so  forlorn  a  hope. 
The  storm  of  almost  universal  hatred  that  broke  on  the  Foxites 
could  only  have  been  faced  by  a  band  of  men  thoroughly  sin¬ 
cere  at  least  on  this  issue.  Their  leader  was  a  Titan,  capable 
of  bestriding  the  prostrate  form  of  liberty,  and  giving  back  to 
angry  Jove  peal  for  peal  of  thunder.  Those  years,  seemingly 
the  most  futile,  were  really  the  best  and  most  useful  in  Fox’s 
life.  Pitt,  Burke  and  Fox  were  often  in  the  wrong,  but  they 
were  each  of  them  great  of  heart.  The  times  were  tragic  indeed, 
but  the  men  were  not  mean  who  stood  for  the  great  principles 
now  coming  into  conflict  upon  earth. 

The  very  unanimity  of  the  reactionary  passion  in  the  upper 
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and  middle  class  and  among  most  even  of  the  workmen,  made 
it  the  more  desirablethat  there  should  be  a  Liberal  Opposition 
in  Parliament.  The  Foxites  always  remained  a  part  of  the  privi¬ 
leged  and  borough-owning  aristocracy,  but  they  now  drew 
aside  from  the  rest  of  the  political  class,  and  handed  on  in  their 
high  circle  the  protest  against  political  and  religious  perse¬ 
cution,  and  the  advocacy  of  Parliamentary  Reform.  The 
persistence  of  the  Foxite  tradition  in  one  section  of  the  govern¬ 
ing  class  made  it  possible  for  Grey,  at  the  end  of  his  long 
career,  to  constitute  a  party  in  the  unreformed  Parliament, 
large  enough  when  backed  from  outside  by  the  middle  and 
lower  classes,  to  pass  the  Bill  that  abolished  the  rotten  boroughs. 
Nothing  else  could  have  ultimately  averted  civil  war.  It  was 
certainly  inevitable,  and  it  may  have  been  desirable,  that  a  great 
Conservative  reaction  should  emphasise  our  rejection  of  the 
French  doctrines.  But  if  the  whole  of  the  privileged  class  had 
joined  Pitt’s  anti-Jacobin  bloc^  and  had  been  brought  up  in  the 
neo-Tory  tradition,  the  constitution  could  not  have  been  altered 
by  legal  means,  and  change  could  only  have  come  in  nineteenth- 
century  Britain  along  the  same  violent  and  bloodstained  path 
by  which  it  has  come  in  continental  countries.  It  is  1832  that 
justifies  the  action  taken  by  Fox  forty  years  before.  In  detail 
he  continued  to  make  grave  errors,  but  the  main  line  that  he 
took  in  1792  was  the  service  that  he  was  best  fitted  to  render 
to  his  country. 

The  war  with  the  French  Republic  that  was  now  fast 
approaching,  made  it  inevitable,  in  view  of  the  limitations  of 
human  nature,  that  anti-jacobinism  of  the  most  unreasoning- 
kind  should  be  regarded  as  synonymous  with  patriotism.  For 
a  generation  to  come,  England,  in  the  throes  of  industrial  and 
agricultural  rebirth,  was  completely  in  the  hands  of  the  anti- 
Jacobin  Tories,  whose  fixed  idea  was  that  of  the  barons  of  old: 

‘  we  will  not  have  the  laws  of  England  changed.’  France  was 
changing  her  laws  too  fast,  so  England  should  not  change  her 
laws  at  all — except,  indeed,  to  abridge  her  ancient  liberties  and 
to  silence  all  who  advocated  new  things.  The  laws  stood  still, 
but  social  and  industrial  change  rushed  on. 

In  the  early  years  of  the  war  against  France,  the  Govern¬ 
ment  contracted  the  habit  of  suppressing  freedom  of  speech 
and  inflicting  savage  punishments  on  Reformers  who  ventured 
to  utter  their  opinions  anywhere  outside  the  privileged  walls 
of  Parliament.  This  system  of  repression,  which  became  highly 
dangerous  after  Waterloo  when  applied  in  an  age  too  late 
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against  the  working  class  as  a  whole,  was  in  Pitt’s  time  merely 
the  persecution  of  an  unpopular  minority.  The  nation  had 
already  decided  the  issue  against  the  Reformers  and  Painites 
in  the  winter  of  1792,  before  the  outbreak  of  war  with  France. 
During  the  months  that  followed  the  news  ol  the  September 
massacres  in  Paris,  which  did  for  English  Toryism  what  the 
massacre  of  St.  Bartholomew  had  done  for  English  Protes¬ 
tantism,  the  Democrats  were  overwhelmed  by  hostile  public 
opinion  in  every  town  and  village  of  the  country.  After  that  it 
would  appear  that  there  was  no  sufficient  reason  from  the  point 
of  view  of  public  safety,  even  after  the  war  had  begun,  for  the 
Government  persecution  of  unpopular  doctrines.  Yet  the  policy 
of  repression,  however  much  mistaken,  was  not  unnatural  to 
an  upper  class  confronted  for  the  first  time  with  the  full-blown 
doctrine  of  theoretical  democracy  at  home,  and  the  appalling 
proceedings  in  France  just  across  the  sea. 

All  through  1793  and  1794  the  law-courts  were  filled  with 
Government  prosecutions  of  editors,  Nonconformist  preachers 
and  Radicals  who  had  argued  for  Parliamentary  Reform,  or 
advocated  in  theoretical  terms  the  establishment  of  ‘  represen¬ 
tative  government.’  For  crimes  such  as  these,  aggravated, 
indeed,  in  not  a  few  cases  by  foolish  and  provocative  phraseo- 
logy  borrowed  from  France,  men  were  imprisoned  and  trans- 
1793  ported.  The  trials  of  the  ‘  Reform-martyrs,’  Muir  and  Palmer, 
before  Braxfield,  the  Scottish  Judge  Jeffreys,  and  their  trans¬ 
portation  to  Botany  Bay,  are  among  the  worst  pages  in  our 
judicial  and  political  annals,  and  the  memory  of  them  did  much 
to  foster  the  Radicalism  of  Scotland  in  the  succeeding  century. 

Finally,  in  1794  the  Government  tried  to  get  Hardy,  the 
founder  of  the  Corresponding  Society  and  of  the  political  move¬ 
ment  among  the  working  classes,  condemned  to  death  as  a 
traitor.  But,  thanks  to  Erskine’s  persuasive  eloquence,  the 
sense  of  fair-play  that  has  often  distinguished  our  countrymen 
caused  the  twelve  Tory  jurymen  to  acquit  Hardy  and  his  fellow 
prisoners,  and  so  to  remind  Pitt  that  the  methods  of  Robes¬ 
pierre  were  not  wanted  over  here.  London,  though  strongly 
anti-Jacobin,  broke  into  loud  rejoicings  at  the  acquittal.1 

1  It  was  mainly  about  this  trial  that  Wordsworth  was  thinking  when, 
years  later,  he  wrote  in  the  Prelude  : 

*  Our  Shepherds,  this  say  merely,  at  that  time 
Acted,  or  seemed  at  least  to  act,  like  men 
Thirsting  to  make  the  guardian  crook  of  law 
A  tool  of  murder,' 
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Phis  timely  check  saved  England  from  a  course  of  blood¬ 
shed,  and  perhaps  ultimately  from  a  retributive  revolution. 

I  he  British  Constitution,  however  imperfect,  had  vindicated 
its  mild  spirit  through  one  of  its  most  cherished  forms,  trial  by 
jury.  But  short  of  bloodshed,  the  system  of  repression  went  on 
as  before,  in  the  main  approved  by  public  opinion  for  some 
years  to  come.  Acts  of  Parliament  were  passed  suppressing 
the  Corresponding  and  other  Societies,  and  so  rendering  illegal 
the  first  efforts  of  the  working  classes  to  interest  themselves  in 
politics,  and  to  get  together  for  education  and  discussion.  The 
governing  classes  grew  to  believe  that  where  two  or  three  of 
the  unprivileged  were  gathered  together,  there  must  sedition 
be  in  the  midst  of  them.  All  public  meetings  were  prohibited 
that  were  not  licensed  by  magistrates,  and  the  magistrates  were 
violent  Tory  partisans.  Habeas  Corpus  was  suspended,  and 
numbers  of  men  against  whom  there  was  no  evidence  lingered 
in  prison  during  the  last  years  of  the  century.  The  Combina¬ 
tion  Acts,  which  rendered  Trade  Unions  illegal,  were  inspired 
by  political  fear  of  all  forms  of  combination  among  the  ‘  labour-  1799-1800 
ing  poor,’  no  less  than  by  the  desire  to  keep  down  wages  in 
accordance  with  the  bourgeois  political  economy  of  the  day. 

The  new  working  class  that  the  Industrial  Revolution  was 
creating,  had  thus  early  shown  an  instinct  towards  self-help 
along  the  two  parallel  lines  of  politics  and  Trade  Unionism. 

This  healthy  double  development,  which  wise  rulers  would 
have  welcomed,  controlled  and  guided,  was  crushed  out  by 
the  strong  hand  of  Pitt’s  government  and  postponed  for 
another  generation.  When  it  came  up  again  in  the  era  of  Peter- 
loo,  it  had  again  to  fight  its  way,  like  an  outlaw,  against  all  the 
powers  of  the  land.  The  mass  of  the  people,  hostile  at  last  to 
the  Tory  system  of  government  and  impatient  of  the  miseries 
of  their  own  industrial  servitude,  found  themselves  confronted 
by  the  same  persecuting  habit  of  mind  in  the  ruling  classes 
which  had  grown  up  in  the  first  instance  during  the  repression 
of  an  unpopular  minority  a  quarter  of  a  century  before.  This 
partisanship  of  the  Government  against  the  poor  and  against 
all  who  pleaded  their  cause,  did  much  to  distort  and  embitter 
the  social  processes  of  the  Industrial  Revolution. 

Anti-Jacobin  violence,  when  reduced  to  a  system  and  pro¬ 
longed  for  more  than  a  generation,  did  grave  injury  to  many 
sides  of  our  national  life.  But,  unfortunate  as  were  its  results, 
it  was  very  natural.  Its  violence,  which  was  in  full  blast  many 
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months  before  the  war  began,  was  due  to  the  shock  given  to 
the  English  mind  by  the  spectacle  of  French  society  falling 
into  ruin.  The  panic  has  no  analogy  in  our  own  experience, 
although  we  ourselves  have  witnessed  the  catastrophe  of  social 
order  in  foreign  lands.  For  to  us,  social  revolutions  are  his¬ 
torical  phenomena  that  we  are  accustomed  to  study,  classify 
and  explain.  The  French  Revolution  was  the  first  of  its  kind. 

The  philosophy  of  Dr.  Johnson’s  England  was  static,  not 
evolutionary:  the  world  was  not  expected  to  change.  Civili¬ 
sation,  it  was  thought,  had  ‘  arrived,’  after  a  number  of  bar¬ 
barous  ages,  and  was  going  to  stay  comfortably  where  it  was. 
When  in  France  it  suddenly  began  to  slide,  and  then  exploded 
in  smoke  and  flame  that  hid  it  from  view,  people  on  our  side 
the  Channel  thought  that  the  end  of  the  world  had  come. 

France,  moreover,  was  held  to  represent  civilisation  to  a 
special  degree.  For  a  hundred  and  fifty  years  she  had,  some¬ 
what  unduly  perhaps,  been  ‘  the  glass  of  fashion  and  the  mould 
of  form  ’  to  civilised  men.  She  filled  a  larger  part  in  the  mental 
horizon  of  our  ancestors  than  that  held  at  the  present  day 
by  any  single  country,  or  any  single  continent.  Our  educated 
classes  knew  those  of  France  as  they  knew  no  other  foreigners. 
Atrocities  as  unjustifiable  as  those  of  the  French  Terror,  when 
perpetrated  in  Poland  by  our  allies,  the  Prussians  and  Russians, 
seemed  to  Englishmen  but  the  distant  feuds  of  savages  with 
outlandish  names,  while  the  poor  heads  nodding  on  pikes  in 
Paris  had  smiled  in  London  drawing-rooms. 

And  yet  for  all  our  intimacy  with  the  best  society  of  France, 
we  knew  nothing  of  her  social  structure,  and  had  so  little  ana¬ 
lysed  our  own  that  we  were  unable  to  perceive  fundamental 
differences  that  prevented  any  danger  of  the  French  madness 
crossing  the  Channel.  Burke,  who  undertook  to  explain  the 
case,  was  peculiarly  blind  on  this  point;  while  the  small  and 
noisy  minority  that  followed  Tom  Paine,  by  adopting  some  of 
the  phraseology  and  aspirations  of  the  new  France,  added 
greatly  to  the  alarm.  And  when  it  became  evident  that  large 
populations  in  Europe,  who  had  indeed  much  to  gain  by  the 
new  French  programme,  welcomed  the  coming  of  the  tricolor, 
it  was  excusable  in  our  ancestors  if  they  failed  to  perceive  that 
England  was  a  world  by  itself,  with  a  social  and  political  his¬ 
tory  entirely  different  from  that  of  the  Continent.  It  is  possible 
at  least  to  understand  the  earnestness  that  warmed  Gibbon’s  cold 
eloquence  to  fire,  when  he  wrote  to  his  friend,  Lord  Sheffield: 
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4  Do  not  suffer  yourselves  to  be  deluded  into  a  false  secu¬ 
rity  ;  remember  the,  proud  fabric  of  the  French  monarchy. 
Not  four  years  ago  it  stood  founded,  as  it  might  seem,  on  the 
rock  of  time,  force  and  opinion,  supported  by  the  triple  Aris¬ 
tocracy  of  the  Church,  the  Nobility  and  the  Parliaments.  They 
are  crumbled  into  dust;  they  are  vanished  from  the  earth.  If 
this  tremendous  warning  has  no  effect  on  the  men  of  property 
in  England;  if  it  does  not  open  every  eye  and  raise  every  arm, 
you  will  deserve  your  fate.’ 

Such  was  the  origin  of  the  anti-Jacobin  state  of  mind.  Its 
prolongation  was  due  to  the  twenty  years’  war  with  France. 
These  circumstances  must  affect  our  judgment  of  the  action  of 
Pitt  and  the  Tories  in  abolishing  the  old  rights  of  free  speech 
and  persecuting  the  advocates  of  Reform.  We  may  regard  it 
all  as  a  tragedy  rather  than  a  crime,  if  we  are  no  less  charitable 
to  the  Whigs  and  Radicals  for  their  lack  of  patriotism  about 
the  war.  The  tragedy  was  this,  that  England  was  forced  to 
fight  for  her  own  security  in  alliance  with  the  murderers  of 
Poland  and  the  worst  reactionary  forces  in  Europe,  in  an 
attempt  to  suppress  the  newborn  hopes  of  mankind — hopes  in¬ 
tolerably  insolent  indeed,  and  extremely  French.  Such  a  situa¬ 
tion  could  not  fail  to  turn  British  patriots  into  reactionaries, 
and  those  who  disliked  feudalism  and  obscurantism  into  luke¬ 
warm  patriots.  In  such  a  confused  medley  of  right  and  wrong, 
it  was  hardly  possible  for  any  statesman  to  act  in  a  way  that 
will  now  be  wholly  approved.  Men  alive  must  choose  their 
parts  and  posterity  be  wiser  if  it  can. 

The  ancien  regime  is  a  convenient  term  used  for  the  type  of 
polity  that  prevailed  all  over  the  Continent  in  the  eighteenth 
century — decayed  clericalism  and  feudalism  in  the  social  struc¬ 
ture,  surmounted  by  monarchical  despotism  as  the  organ  of 
government.  Under  this  system,  there  was  no  recognition 
either  of  democracy  or  of  nationality.  The  partitions  of  Poland 
were  but  the  logical  outcome  of  a  system  which  regarded  sub¬ 
jects  as  personal  property  and  kingdoms  as  landed  estates. 
Wars  of  aggression  were  not  then  inspired  by  the  chauvinism 
of  races  but  by  the  dynastic  ambitions  of  sovereigns.  In  Eng¬ 
land  alone  was  it  possible  to  appeal  successfully  to  the  national 
spirit  in  war  time,  because  in  England  alone,  before  the  French 
Revolution,  did  the  Government  normally  make  appeal  to  public 
opinion.  On  the  Continent,  public  opinion  was  the  monopoly 
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of  the  literary  opposition,  the  ‘  philosophers  ’  who  were  the 
first  to  exploit  its  untried  powers. 

The  philosophy  of  the  eighteenth  century,  which  produced 
the  French  Revolution,  planned  in  advance  the  destruction  of 
the  ancien  regime ,  and  conceived  in  thought  the  idea  of  demo¬ 
cracy.  The  Masonic  Lodges  of  the  Continent  had,  many  years 
before  1789,  familiarised  the  illumines  with  the  fateful  words 
that  gave  hope  of  new  life  to  a  dead  society  :  ‘Liberty  egalite , 
fraternite.'  Rousseau  preached  patriotism  on  the  model  of  the 
ancient  Republics,  but  not  patriotism  co-extensive  with  the 
race.  Democracy,  as  the  philosophers  conceived  it,  was  to 
represent  not  the  race  or  the  nation,  but  the  abstract  multitude. 
The  political  man  of  their  imagining  was  as  bloodless  and 
blameless,  and  unfortunately  as  non-existent,  as  the  ‘  economic 
man’  of  another  branch  of  science.  They  proclaimed  the  rights, 
not  of  Frenchmen,  but  of  man.  This  cosmopolitan  language 
— so  different  from  the  ‘  rights  of  Englishmen  ’  and  the  *  privi¬ 
leges  of  Parliament  ’  claimed  by  our  own  patriots  in  their 
struggle  against  the  Stuart  kings — made  the  new  doctrine  for¬ 
midable  as  propaganda,  able  to  glide,  as  swift  as  meditation, 
over  all  the  frontiers  of  Europe.  Its  principles  attracted, 
because  they  claimed  to  be  universal. 

How  was  it,  then,  that  this  cosmopolitan  creed  became  in 
practice  the  great  engine  of  nationalism,  the  creator  of  racial 
movements  that  did  not  exist  in  the  soporific  atmosphere  of  the 
ancien  regime  ?  If  Voltaire  and  Rousseau  had  ever  met  a  *  chau¬ 
vinist,’  Voltaire  would  have  mocked  and  Rousseau  denounced 
so  strange  a  monster!  Yet  the  doctrines  of  these  two  men, 
when  put  into  practice  after  their  deaths,  let  loose,  along  with 
the  anti-clericalism  and  democracy  which  they  had  respectively 
taught,  the  forces  of  a  racial  chauvinism  which  they  had  never 
even  envisaged.  For  when  once  an  appeal  was  made,  in  con¬ 
sonance  with  the  principles  of  the  French  Revolution,  to  the 
‘  general  will  ’  of  the  population  in  any  district  of  Europe,  it 
appeared  that  the  ‘  general  will  ’  was  not  purely  rational  and 
philanthropic  as  the  philosophers  had  supposed,  but  racial, 
nationalist,  potentially  chauvinistic. 

The  first  country  in  which  this  unexpected  phenomenon 
occurred  was  France  herself.  The  events  of  1789-93  realised 
the  dreams  of  the  philosophers  in  tumbling  down  the  old,  moth- 
eaten  system  of  feudal  rights  that  had  outlived  feudal  duties, 
and  in  arousing  the  general  will  to  consciousness.  But  when  it 
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was  aroused,  the  1  general  will  ’  was  found  to  take  on  the  form 
of  patriotic  enthusiasm.  ‘Fa  France ,’  ‘ Fa  Patrie ,’  became 
the  watchwords  of  the  new  liberty,  when  she  was  called  upon 
to  defend  herself  in  bitter  earnest.  The  result  was  an  out¬ 
burst  of  energy  in  every  town  and  village  of  France,  new  in  the 
Continent  of  that  epoch.  Thus  inspired,  France  for  a  while 
became  ‘  la  grande  nation able  to  trample  at  pleasure  over 
Europe,  athwart  all  the  feudal  States  still  uninspired  by  the 
‘  general  will  ’  or  the  patriotic  idea.  She  was  checked  on  the 
margin  of  the  sea,  because  in  England  also  there  was  a  nation 
to  be  appealed  to,  whenever  the  mastery  of  the  waves  was  at 
stake.  In  the  spirit  of  Nelson,  his  captains  and  his  sailors,  the 
spirit  of  the  French  Revolution  for  the  first  time  encountered 
something  that  was  a  match  for  itself.  But  France  was  only 
conquered  on  land  when  her  outrages  had  aroused  a  national 
spirit  in  the  populations  of  Germany,  Russia  and  Spain.1 

The  events  in  the  French  Revolution  which  most  nearly 
concern  the  history  of  our  island  are  those  which  explain  how 
this  national  spirit  was  aroused  in  France,  unchained  upon 
Europe,  and  enlisted  as  the  enemy  of  England.  It  is  from  this 
point  of  view  that  we  must  briefly  examine  the  course  of  events 
in  France. 

In  the  first  stage  of  the  Revolution,  accomplished  in  1789, 
the  despotic  monarchy  which  had  held  France  together  for 
good  and  evil  for  so  many  centuries,  vanished  in  the  night.  The 
Legislative  power  was  transferred  to  elective  assemblies,  tremu¬ 
lously  afraid  of  the  mob  of  Paris,  from  whom  the  members  had 
no  effective  protection.  As  to  the  Executive  power,  no  one 
could  say  where  it  resided.  Louis  XVI  still  chose  his  own 
Ministers,  but  they  were  ‘transient  and  embarrassed  phantoms,’ 
their  powers  and  functions  uncertain,  and  their  relations  to 
assembly  and  to  people  all  in  the  air.  Since  the  weak,  well- 
meaning  king  was  under  the  influence  of  his  reactionary 
Austrian  wife,  Marie  Antoinette,  it  could  safely  be  prophesied 
that,  in  case  of  war  or  public  danger,  a  further  revolution  would 
take  place,  to  decide  in  whose  hands  lay  the  executive  power  by 
which  alone  the  State  could  be  saved. 

The  propaganda  of  the  equalitarian  gospel,  and  its  swift 

1  Our  experiences  in  the  late  world-war,  in  matters  of  propaganda, 

‘  defeatism,’  the  ‘  will-to-victory,’  etc.,  throw  back  a  flood  of  light  on  the 
French  Revolutionary  and  Napoleonic  wars.  For  a  long  time  the  French 
were  the  only  people  who,  by  our  modern  standards,  really  cared  about 
winning — on  land. 
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translation  into  fact  in  1789,  had  been  organised  mainly  by  the 
professional  and  bourgeois  classes  of  the  towns,  working  upon 
the  land-hunger  and  class  consciousness  of  the  peasant.  The 
French  middle  classes  were  in  that  epoch  more  open  to 
4  general  ideas  ’  than  the  similar  class  in  Englarid,  and  much 
less  conservative,  because  they  were  jealous  of  the  exclusive  and 
1789  useless  privileges  of  the  do-nothing  nobles.  Although  in  the 
Bastille  summer,  alike  in  town  and  village,  the  sacking  and 
murdering  had  been  done  by  peasants  and  ouvriers ,  aided  by  the 
mutiny  of  the  sympathetic  and  unpaid  army,  it  was  the  bour¬ 
geoisie  who,  as  a  result  of  these  unauthorised  proceedings,  first 
secured  the  revolutionary  power.  They  restored  order  through 
their  own  National  Guard,  hoisted  the  new  tricolor  flag  as  the 
symbol  uniting  ‘  patriots  ’  of  all  shades,  and  hoped  to  be  able 
to  make  good  against  the  increasing  enmity  of  the  dispossessed 
aristocracy  on  the  one  side  and  the  unsatisfied  town  workmen 
on  the  other.  In  the  approaching  struggle  of  classes,  it  was 
clear  that  the  balance  would  be  decided  by  the  peasants.  And 
the  peasants  were  certain  to  support  whatever  party  offered 
the  best  security  for  the  preservation  of  the  agrarian  revolution 
of  1789.  It  was  hopeless  for  the  dispossessed  nobles  to  look 
for  aid  to  those  who  had  seized  and  divided  their  inheritance. 

The  agrarian  revolution,  involving  the  destruction  of  the 
economic  and  social  privileges,  and  much  of  the  other  property 
of  the  nobles,  had  been  the  work  of  the  peasants  themselves, 
incited  by  the  various  types  of  agitators.  The  acts  of  the  Legis¬ 
lature  had  followed  tardily  and  with  hesitating  steps  the  head¬ 
long  course  of  events  in  the  countryside.  But  the  bourgeoisie 
could  hold  power  only  by  acquiescing  in  the  agrarian  revolu¬ 
tion,  for  it  was  the  determination  to  secure  and  maintain  it  that 
first  roused  the  majority  of  French  people  to  national  conscious¬ 
ness  and  political  passion.  The  peasant  was  neither  Republican 
nor  Jacobin  at  heart,  but  he  was  for  any  party  that  would 
enable  him  to  keep  what  he  had  just  won.  Only  in  certain  dis¬ 
tricts  of  the  north-west,  the  Vendeens  and  Chouans  were  hos¬ 
tile  to  the  new  order,  chiefly  on  account  of  religion. 

The  revolutionary  legislators  attempted  to  solve  the  reli¬ 
gious  question  by  the  Civil  Constitution  of  the  Clergy.  This 
famous  enactment,  without  touching  doctrine,  ‘  broke  the 
bonds  of  Rome  ’  as  effectually  as  Henry  VIII,  turned  the 
Church  into  a  part  of  the  civil  service  of  the  new  democratic 
State,  and  ordered  the  bishops  and  priests  to  be  elected  by  the 
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people.  The  ‘  Civil  Constitution  ’  was  largely  the  work  of  the 
Jansenist  party  in  the  Church,  who  had  suffered  so  much  per¬ 
secution  in  the  past  that  they  could  no  longer  think  clearly 
about  the  present  and  the  future.  The  proposed  ecclesiastical 
revolution  was  based  on  a  miscalculation  of  the  forces  which 
made  up  religious  life  in  France,  and  it  caused  half  the  evils  of 
the  time  that  followed.  Hitherto  the  ‘  lower  clergy  ’  had  been 
not  unfavourable  to  the  course  of  an  equalitarian  revolution 
which  destroyed  the  privileges  of  the  nobly  born,  from  which 
they  themselves  suffered  in  their  professional  prospects.  But 
when  the  Civil  Constitution  was  presented  to  them,  two-thirds 
of  the  priesthood  felt  conscientiously  bound  to  reject  it.  Then 
the  Legislature  committed  the  irreparable  error  of  depriving 
and  ere  long  persecuting  the  recusants.  So  began  the  feud 
between  the  religious  and  the  revolutionary  parties,  destined 
to  devastate  the  Latin  world  for  generations  to  come.  The  dis¬ 
possessed  nobles  who  were  biding  their  time  on  the  other  side 
of  the  frontier  as  emigres ,  at  last  found  a  popular  party  in  France  1791-2 
ready  to  make  common  cause  with  them.  But  even  so  they 
were  in  a  minority,  for  the  bulk  of  the  peasants  were  more  con¬ 
cerned  for  their  new-gotten  lands  and  social  indemnities  than 
for  their  threatened  religion. 

Such  was  the  state  of  things  in  France  when  the  emigres 
first  began  to  conspire  with  feudal  Europe  against  their  own 
countrymen.  By  our  modern  ways  of  thinking,  their  conduct 
in  calling  in  the  foreigner  stands  heavily  condemned.  But  they 
had  been  bred  up  in  a  world  almost  without  patriotic  tradition, 
which  regarded  a  Church  and  an  Order  as  units  commanding 
allegiance  more  strongly  than  a  nation.  Indeed,  their  ‘  nation  ’ 
was  the  noblesse  of  Europe,  not  the  French  peasants  and  bour¬ 
geoisie.  The  horror  that  their  conduct  caused  in  France  sur¬ 
prised  them,  for  it  was,  in  fact,  something  new.  France,  in 
becoming  democratic,  had  doubled  her  sense  of  nationhood. 

The  peasant  had  become  not  indeed  a  Jacobin,  but  a  patriot, 
ready  to  shed  his  blood  for  ‘  la  belle  France  ’  who  had  given  him 
his  field  and  freedom.  These  traitors  would  bring  the  Teuton 
into  our  plains  to  rivet  our  chains  once  more !  Let  their  blood 
stain  our  furrows  !  The  terrible  words  of  the  Marseillaise  glow 
with  the  blended  passions  of  that  furnace  out  of  which  modern 
France  emerged. 

The  quarrel  between  revolutionary  France  and  feudal 
Europe  was  due  to  provocations  on  both  sides.  The  feudal 
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rights  of  foreign  princes  in  French  territory  had  been  treated 
with  undiplomatic  contempt  by  the  Revolutionary  legislators. 
In  1791  Prussia  and  Austria  began  to  menace  the  rebel  nation. 

June  The  ‘  flight  to  Varennes  ’  was  an  unsuccessful  attempt  of  the 

1791  French  Royal  family  to  escape  across  the  frontier  into  the  arms 
of  these  alien  enemies.  Probably,  after  that,  the  immediate 
deposition  of  Louis  would  have  been  in  the  interest  of  public 
security  and  ultimately  of  public  order,  if  only  people  could  have 
agreed  whom  to  put  in  his  place.  A  nation  cannot  live  with  an 
executive  which  it  distrusts  so  much  that  it  dare  not  allow  it  to 
act.  But  the  bourgeoisie,  with  an  anxious  eye  on  the  ragged  hosts 
behind  them,  were  afraid  to  initiate  further  change,  and  per¬ 
mitted  France  to  stagger  on  for  another  year  practically  without 
any  sovereign  executive  power.  By  a  policy  of  mere  postpone¬ 
ment,  they  made  the  crash  much  worse  when  it  came. 

The  only  justification  of  this  feeble  treatment  of  the  mon¬ 
archy  after  the  flight  to  Varennes  would  have  been  an  attitude 
of  complaisance  towards  foreign  powers,  to  maintain  peace  at 
any  price.  But  the  Girondin  orators,  then  in  the  ascendant, 
took  up  the  somewhat  hesitating  challenge  of  Austria  and 
Prussia,  in  the  hope  that  war  would  precipitate  a  further  revo¬ 
lution  at  home.  They  knew  so  little  of  themselves  as  to  suppose 
that  they  would  be  able  to  ride  the  whirlwind  for  which  they 
whistled.  The  Jacobins  at  this  time  argued  in  favour  of  peace. 

When,  in  the  middle  of  1792,  war  at  last  broke  out  with 
Austria  and  Prussia,  the  old  French  army  was  in  dissolution, 
and  the  French  executive  was  alike  unpatriotic  and  powerless. 
A  vigorous  push  by  the  enemy  could  hardly  have  failed  to 
reach  Paris.  But  Brunswick’s  invading  forces  were  insufficient 
and  his  purpose  was  feeble,  while  the  language  of  his  manifesto, 
threatening  death  to  all  revolutionaries,  did  more  than  fifty 
new  constitutions  could  have  done  to  create  the  French  nation. 
Nevertheless,  the  unarmed  and  headless  State  was  for  a  few 
weeks  in  appalling  danger.  The  Girondins  proved  helpless  to 
master  the  crisis  they  had  done  so  much  to  provoke,  and  made 
way  for  men  more  forcible  and  more  wicked.  The  Jacobins, 
thrusting  aside  the  embarrassed  bourgeoisie,  appealed  to  the 
peasants  and  workmen  to  save  the  country,  which  they  identi¬ 
fied  with  the  common  people.  The  mob  of  Paris  stormed  the 
Tuileries,  massacred  the  King’s  Swiss  Guard,  and  so  overthrew 
the  monarchy  on  August  10,  1792. 

With  Brunswick  advancing  on  the  city,  there  was  no  time 


ENGLAND  AND  FRANCE  79 

for  remaking  the  Constitution.  The  executive  power  was 
frankly  usurped  by  a  set  of  vigorous  and  bloody  ruffians  whose 
boast  it  was  to  rise  ‘  to  the  height  of  the  circumstances.’ 
Dumouriez  meanwhile  held  the  remnant  of  the  dissolving  army 
together,  and  with  the  help  of  the  weather  checked  the  Austro- 
Prussian  advance  at  Valmy.  The  September  massacres  of  men  Sept, 
and  women  in  the  Paris  prisons  signalised  the  beginning  of  the  1792 
Terror,  and  were  the  prelude  to  the  erection  of  a  new  portent — 
the  guillotine.  The  tyranny  of  a  faction  reached  the  highest 
pitch  of  atrocity,  at  the  same  moment  that  the  pulse  of  a  new¬ 
born  patriotism  roused  the  ardour  of  Frenchmen  to  defend 
their  country  against  the  invading  hosts. 

Hitherto  Pitt  had  stood  apart  from  the  movement  of  feudal 
Europe  to  chastise  rebel  France.  He  had  no  ears  for  Burke’s 
crusading  outcries.  As  late  as  February  1792  he  prophesied 
fifteen  years  of  peace,  and  proved  his  sincerity  by  forthwith 
reducing  our  naval  and  military  forces.  Even  the  events  of 
August  and  September  did  not  make  him  less  pacific,  but  they 
alienated  all  his  sympathies  from  France.  Brunswick’s  invasion 
and  the  resultant  events  in  Paris  divided  Englishmen  more 
bitterly  than  ever.  The  Government  and  the  Portland  Whigs 
looked  eagerly  to  see  France  conquered  and  the  Revolution 
put  down  by  Brunswick;  while  Fox  spoke  of  his  advance  as  an 
‘  invasion  of  barbarians,’  and  rejoiced  at  Valmy  as  over  the 
defeat  of  Xerxes.  The  September  massacres  seemed  to  most 
Englishmen  to  decide  the  merits  of  the  dispute. 

In  the  autumn  and  winter  of  1792,  things  began  to  move 
rapidly  towards  war  between  France  and  England,  partly  on 
account  of  the  mutual  hatred  of  Tory  and  Jacobin,  partly 
because  of  the  French  occupation  of  the  Netherlands.  The 
French  armies  made  an  offensive  return  into  the  territory  of 
the  late  invaders,  where  large  classes  welcomed  the  tricolor. 

The  Jacobins,  finding  that  Danton’s  audace  had  saved  them 
on  the  frontier,  forgot  their  recent  peace  principles,  appealed 
to  the  fast  rising  chauvinism  of  France,  and  proclaimed  in 
general  terms  that  they  would  help  all  peoples  struggling  to 
be  free.  The  Alpine  province  of  Savoy  was  annexed,  and  much 
of  the  Rhine  country  was  overrun  and  revolutionised.  The 
battle  of  Jemappes  gave  to  the  French  armies  the  whole  of  Nov.  6, 
the  Austrian  Netherlands,  which  corresponded  to  modern  1792 
Belgium.  Holland  was  threatened,  and  the  navigation  of  the 
Scheldt  through  her  territory  declared  open  in  accordance  with 
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the  law  of  nature,  all  treaties  notwithstanding.  It  was  Jemappes 
rather  than  Valmy  that  began  the  new  era  for  Europe,  and  by 
turning  the  heads  of  the  Jacobins,  rendered  war  between 
England  and  France  inevitable. 

Pitt  was  determined  to  maintain,  by  force  if  necessary,  the 
‘  public  law  of  Europe  ’  against  this  new  spirit  of  armed  propa¬ 
ganda,  that  decreed  its  will  and  spurned  negotiation.  Nor  can 
this  determination  be  blamed.  But  it  is  perhaps  unfortunate 
that  by  refusing  to  recognise  the  French  Republic  and  to  treat 
with  her  officially,  he  gave  the  appearance  at  the  critical 
moment  of  making  no  serious  effort  to  obtain  his  ends  without 
war,  although  it  is  scarcely  possible  that  he  could  even  so  have 
succeeded. 

The  tragedy  of  the  case  was  that  in  defence  of  the  ‘  public 
law  of  Europe  ’  he  became  the  ally  and  paymaster  of  the  powers 
who  were  engaged  in  overthrowing  the  ‘  public  law  ’  by  the 
Second  and  Third  Partitions  of  Poland.  But  whereas  the  fate  of 
Poland  did  not  threaten  our  maritime  power,  Pitt  thought  it 
his  first  duty  to  prevent  the  Netherland  ports  from  falling  under 
the  control  of  the  most  powerful  country  in  Europe.  Such  has 
been  the  policy  of  England  in  self-defence  from  the  time  of 
Elizabeth  to  our  own.  The  French  showed  no  serious  desire 
to  meet  us  on  the  question.  Their  excuse  is  that  we  refused 
to  recognise  their  Republican  government.  To  revolutionary 
France,  in  her  moment  of  demoniac  exaltation,  all  who  were 
not  with  her  were  against  her.  And  our  Government  was  very 
clearly  not  with  her.  If,  from  1789  on,  we  had  adopted  Fox’s 
policy  of  warm  though  discriminating  friendship  to  the  French 
Revolution,  if  we  had  put  our  active  veto  on  the  first  Prussian 
and  Austrian  attack  on  France,  the  excesses  of  Jacobinism 
might  conceivably  have  been  avoided,  and  England  and  France 
might  conceivably  have  remained  friends.  But  all  that  is  the 
merest  speculation.  The  existing  structure  of  English  society 
and  the  main  stream  of  English  opinion,  rendered  any  such 
alliance  impossible.  If  Pitt  had  attempted  to  hold  such  a 
course,  King,  Parliament  and  country  would  have  thrown  him 
over. 

In  January,  1793,  nothing  could  any  longer  have  averted 
catastrophe,  in  the  prevailing  mood  of  the  two  peoples.  The 
English  were  thirsting  for  the  blood  of  the  ‘  French  cannibals,’ 
Jan.  and  the  execution  of  Louis  XVI  was  meant  as  a  challenge  to 
1793  England  and  to  all  the  non-revolutionary  world.  The  French 
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did  not  want  peace.  They  preferred  the  stormy  eloquence  of 
Danton :  ‘  The  coalesced  kings  threaten  us ;  we  hurl  at  their 
feet,  as  gage  of  battle,  the  head  of  a  King.’ 


CHAPTER  V 

The  war  with  the  French  Republic,  1793-1802— Its  four  periods— Naval 

supremacy  of  Great  Britain  and  continental  failure  of  her  allies. 

The  ‘  metaphysical  war,’  as  Lord  Lansdowne  called  it,  the  war 
between  the  ideas  of  Rousseau  and  the  ideas  of  Burke,  had  now 
drawn  Great  Britain  into  the  field.  Pitt,  indeed,  held  the  old- 
fashioned  and  official  view  that  it  was  merely  another  of  that 
long  series  of  wars  waged  by  his  father  before  him,  by  Marl¬ 
borough  and  by  William  III,  to  ‘  curb  the  ambition  of  France,’ 
and  ‘  maintain  the  public  law  of  Europe.’  And  since  France 
this  time  was  beginning  in  the  state  of  bankruptcy  which  had 
usually  marked  the  unsuccessful  close  of  her  wars,  Pitt  told 
his  friends  that  the  conflict  would  be  over  ‘  in  one  or  two  cam¬ 
paigns.’ 

England,  however,  was  no  longer  fighting  a  Government, 
but  a  nation.  ‘  The  State  ’  was  no  longer  Louis  XIV,  but  many 
millions  of  Frenchmen.  Mere  governments  cannot  wage  war 
in  a  condition  of  bankruptcy,  but  nations  sometimes  can.  It 
was  a  common  saying  among  the  ragged  and  unpaid  troops  of 
the  Republic,  that  ‘  with  bread  and  iron  we  can  get  to  China.’ 
And  indeed,  as  Burke  foresaw,  if  France  were  not  quickly  put 
down,  her  spirit  would  enable  her  to  overrun  all  the  mere 
governments  of  Europe.  But  no  one  foresaw  that  wherever 
her  armies  carried  the  new  faith,  the  ideas  that  had  made  her 
a  nation  would  in  time  make  a  nation  out  of  every  one  of  the 
buried  races  on  the  Continent — a  process  which  we  have  seen 
nearly  completed  by  the  wars  and  revolutions  of  our  own  day. 
If  the  new  France  were  given  the  run  of  Europe  for  a  few  years, 
she  would  plant  the  seeds  of  democracy  and  nationalism  so 
widely,  that  no  subsequent  return  to  the  ancien  regime  would 
be  either  complete  or  permanent. 

That  is  what  actually  happened.  But  it  might  all  have 
taken  a  different  turn  at  the  beginning.  France  was  in  such 
chaos  when  the  war  began,  that  in  August  1792  an<^  again  in 
August  1793,  a  spirited  advance  on  Paris  might  have  crushed 
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those  demonic  energies  before  their  latent  power  had  been 
made  known.  In  that  case  democracy  and  nationalism,  neither 
of  which  had  as  yet  any  status  in  Europe,  might  have  been 
suppressed  for  long  years  to  come. 

In  1 8 1 5  it  was  too  late  to  suppress  them.  By  then,  no  cap¬ 
ture  of  Paris,  no  restoration  of  the  Bourbons,  would  overturn 
the  new  social  order  and  the  new  administrative  system  in 
France.  And  by  1815,  Italy  and  Germany,  including  the 
Prussia  of  Stein  and  Gneisenau,  had  undergone  changes  and 
experiences  so  profound  that  nationalism  and  democracy  had 
both  taken  root  as  ideas  in  the  European  consciousness. 

Pitt,  as  War  Minister,  had  not  the  genius  to  compel  a  num¬ 
ber  of  selfish,  quarrelsome  and  inefficient  allies  to  capture  Paris 
in  1793.  But  he  had  other  qualities  instead.  He  taught  Eng¬ 
land  to  hold  her  head  high  when,  contrary  to  his  expectation, 
she  became  involved  in  terrible  and  protracted  dangers.  And 
he  was  capable  of  choosing  the  right  men  to  organise  those 
victories  at  sea  which  gave  to  our  race  and  Empire  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  expand  in  peace  and  safety  for  a  hundred  years. 

The  struggle  with  the  French  Republic  from  1793  to  1801 
was  continuously  maintained  by  Britain  alone  among  the  allies. 
It  may  be  conveniently  divided  into  four  periods,  each  distinct 
in  character. 

Period  I.  The  First  Coalition  against  France ,  1 793-5  (Britain, 
Prussia,  Austria,  Spain,  Piedmont).  In  this  period  there  were 
no  great  military  or  naval  achievements  on  either  side.  Howe’s 
1794  victory  of  the  First  of  June,  easily,  rather  than  splendidly,  vin¬ 
dicated  the  old  superiority  of  England  at  sea.  On  land  the 
selfishness  or  incapacity  of  every  one  of  the  allies  gave  France 
immunity  while  she  was  struggling  out  of  chaos,  and  gave 
Carnot  time  to  improvise  her  new  armies  in  the  autumn  of 
1793.  They  had  still  to  wait  for  discipline  and  great  leadership, 
but  their  numbers  and  their  zeal  sufficed  to  defend  the  Repub¬ 
lic  from  the  paltry  and  spasmodic  efforts  of  the  Duke  of  York 
and  the  German  and  Spanish  generals.  Pitt  gave  Prussia  sub¬ 
sidies  to  fight  France,  which  she  used  for  the  more  agreeable 
purpose  of  slaughtering  the  Poles  and  dividing  up  their  country 
with  Russia.  Meanwhile  half  the  British  Army  was  sent  across 
the  ocean  to  rot  away  from  fever,  fighting  the  negroes  of  the 
West  Indian  Islands.  In  the  spring  of  1795,  the  First  Coalition 
broke  up,  after  its  armies  had  been  chased  out  of  Flanders  and 
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Holland,  and  the  Dutch  fleet  had  been  captured  by  the  French 
Hussars  riding  over  the  ice.  We  recouped  ourselves  in  the 
autumn  by  taking  from  the  Dutch  the  Cape  of  Good  Hope  1795 
and  Ceylon. 

Prussia  retired  from  the  war  for  ten  years  to  digest  her 
portion  of  Poland. .  That  great  preoccupation  in  the  East, 
which  affected  Russia  even  more,  and  Austria  only  a  little  less 
than  Prussia,  had  saved  the  French  Revolution  from  overthrow 
by  the  three  despotisms.  Spain  also  made  peace  with  France 
in  July  1795.  Large  parties  in  Holland,  as  well  as  Belgium, 
received  the  French  as  friends.  England  and  Austria  were 
left  alone  against  France. 

Period  II.  Interval  between  the  Coalitions ,  1796—8.  Next 
comes  an  era  of  gigantic  achievements,  of  Bonaparte  in  Italy 
and  Nelson  at  the  Nile,  each  giving  to  the  national  spirit  the 
leadership  of  genius,  and  opening  out  new  pathways  in  history. 

The  French  conquest  of  Italy  and  the  first  overthrow  of  the  1796 
ancien  regime  throughout  that  peninsula  was  much  more  than 
a  military  episode.  But  its  more  restricted  and  immediate  effect 
was  to  compel  Austria  to  make  peace,  and  to  leave  Britain  alone  17g7 
in  the  struggle,  while  France  was  helped  by  the  fleets  of  Spain 
and  Holland.  In  1797-8,  with  heavy  taxation,  distress  and 
discouragement  in  England,  with  the  naval  mutiny  at  the  Nore, 
the  rebellion  in  Ireland,  the  desertion  of  our  allies,  the  enforced 
abandonment  of  the  Mediterranean  by  our  fleets,  and  the  star 
of  Bonaparte  rising,  the  situation  was  gloomy  enough  to  bring 
out  Pitt’s  higher  qualities  of  stubborn  will  and  inflexible  cour¬ 
age.  He  had  his  reward  in  the  sudden  flowering  of  Nelson’s 
genius  and  the  dawn  of  the  heroic  age  of  British  sea  warfare. 
Jervis  and  Nelson  under  him  defeated  the  Spaniards  at  St.  17g7 
Vincent,  while  Duncan  destroyed  the  fighting  power  of  the 
Dutch  fleet  at  Camperdown.  The  battle  of  the  Nile,  which 
gave  a  new  tradition  to  the  Navy,  re-established  our  hold  on  1793 
the  waters  and  islands  of  the  Mediterranean,  locked  up  Bona¬ 
parte  in  Egypt,  and  encouraged  the  timid  princes  of  Europe 
to  form  the  Second  Coalition. 

Period  III.  The  Second  Coalition ,  1799-1800.  This  new 
league,  headed  by  England,  Austria  and  Russia,  had  rapid 
success  owing  to  the  absence  of  Bonaparte  in  Egypt.  The 
Russian  general,  Suwarow,  drove  the  French  out  of  North 
Italy,  Nelson  aiding  from  the  south  with  the  counter-revolu-  1799 
tion  at  Naples.  Suwarow’s  further  advance  was  checked  by 
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Mass^na  in  the  Swiss  Alps.  Yet  things  did  not  look  well  for 
France,  because  she  was  being  ruined  internally  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  the  Directorate,  feebly  violent  and  without  any  wider 
outlook  than  that  of  a  political  faction.  But  in  the  autumn 
Bonaparte  slipped  back  through  the  British  cruisers.  He  ac¬ 
complished  his  coup  d'etat  of  Brumaire,  was  hailed  as  Dictator 
of  France  under  the  title  of  First  Consul,  revived  the  national 
energy,  and  next  year  reconquered  Italy  at  Marengo.  Russia 
1800  had  already  deserted  us.  The  Second  Coalition  of  governments 
without  peoples,  behind  them  broke  up,  leaving  England  once 
more  alone. 

Period  IV.  The  episode  of  the  Armed  Neutrality ,  Dec.  1 800— 
April  1801.  This  short-lived  League  of  Prussia,  Sweden,  Den¬ 
mark  and  Russia  against  the  maritime  supremacy  of  England 
was  caused  partly  by  the  personal  whim  of  the  Czar  Paul, 
partly  by  two  feelings  then  prevalent  in  the  Courts  of  Europe, 
fear  of  France  and  jealousy  of  English  naval  power,  which  in 
those  days  was  none  too  gently  used.  The  Armed  Neutrality 
was  broken  up  by  Nelson’s  capture  of  the  Danish  fleet  under 
the  guns  of  the  Copenhagen  forts,  and  by  the  assassination  of 
the  Czar  Paul  by  palace  conspirators. 

March  The  Treaty  of  Amiens,  that  ended  the  war  between  France 
1802  and  England,  left  France  supreme  in  Western  Europe,  and 
England  on  the  oceans  of  the  world. 

The  foregoing  brief  summary  of  the  four  phases  or  periods 
of  the  war  with  the  French  Republic,  will  enable  the  reader  to 
follow  a  more  detailed  account  of  some  aspects  of  each  of  these 
periods  in  a  decade  of  confused  and  ubiquitous  warfare. 

Period  I.  Some  aspects  of  the  War  of  the  First  Coalition , 
1 793-5  (see  p.  82*  above). 

In  the  summer  of  1793  the  French  Army,  in  spite  of  its 
easy  successes  of  the  previous  winter,  was  reeling  to  dissolution. 
Its  old  officers,  nobles  without  exception,  had  nearly  all  dis¬ 
appeared,  and  discipline  had  been  destroyed  by  Jacobin  mis¬ 
management,  violence  and  intrigue.1  On  the  home  front,  the 
nation  was  in  the  grip  of  civil  war  and  chaos.  The  Revolution 

1  The  same  spirit  had  wrought  more  irreparable  havoc  with  the  line 
traditions  of  the  French  Navy.  Equalitarianism  on  board  ship  is  pro¬ 
verbially  dangerous.  A  corps  of  trained  gunners  was  dissolved  because 
it  was  held  to  be  contrary  to  equality  that  one  set  of  men  should  have 
a  monopoly  of  firing  the  guns  of  the  Republic  at  sea  !  And  the  navy 
never  got  its  Carnot,  still  less  its  Bonaparte. 
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was  saved  by  the  indecision  of  the  allies,  who  pottered  round 
fortresses  when  they  should  have  made  a  combined  march  on 
Paris.  Prussia  preferred  to  conquer  Poland  with  troops  that 
might  have  been  conquering  France.  And  so,  while  Robes¬ 
pierre  primly  presided  over  the  grotesque  and  bloody  pageant 
of  the  Terror,  Carnot,  called  to  office  as  War  Minister  by  the 
Terrorists  who  loved  him  not  but  needed  him,  had  time  to 
construct  the  modern  French  Army.  He  is  known  to  his  grate¬ 
ful  countrymen  as  ‘  the  organiser  of  victory.’  '  The  Terror,’ 
says  the  great  French  historian  Sorel,  ‘  contributed  nothing  to 
his  victories.’ 

Carnot’s  problem  was  to  substitute  for  the  old  army  based 
on  the  caste  divisions  of  the  ancien  regime ,  an  army  based  on 
the  equalitarian  enthusiasm  of  the  Revolution  and  the  ‘  career 
open  to  talents.’  Carnot’s  army  was  the  rough  sketch  of  the 
army  of  Napoleon,  the  army  of  Joffre  and  of  Foch.  He  could 
not  indeed,  in  the  confused  days  of  the  Terror,  do  more  than 
construct  a  very  imperfect  machine  just  able  to  conquer  the 
inert  Austrian  and  British  forces  opposed  to  it.  Its  defect  was 
want  of  drill,  discipline  and  science.  Its  merits  were,  first  the 
energy  of  its  new  officers,  inexperienced  in  war,  but  drawn 
from  the  best  blood  of  the  bourgeois  and  professional  classes ; 
before  the  Revolution  they  had  been  unable  to  obtain  military 
commissions,  but  a  marvellous  career  was  now  opening  to  them. 
Secondly,  the  numbers  and  zeal  of  the  peasant  soldiers,  sworn 
to  defend  their  new-won  rights  against  the  hated  emigres ;  they 
flocked  to  volunteer,  or  willingly  submitted  themselves  to  the 
Jacobin  conscription.  Of  all  the  armies  of  Europe,  the  French 
alone  embodied  the  national  spirit,  in  spite  of  the  horrible  char¬ 
acter  of  the  Terrorist  government  and  the  blood  feuds  with 
which  the  body  politic  was  torn.1 

The  French  army,  a  zealous  mob,  officered  by  able  civilians, 
could  not  be  led  to  battle  in  the  difficult  formation  of  the  long 
close-order  line,  in  which  the  well-drilled  professionals  of  the 
wars  of  Marlborough  and  Frederick  the  Great  had  manoeuvred. 
A  new  formation  was  improvised  to  suit  raw  material.  The  line 
was  abandoned  for  the  massed  column,  with  the  best  men  in 
the  van  and  on  the  flanks,  and  the  less  trustworthy  in  the  centre 
to  make  the  weight  of  impact.  The  path  of  the  column  was 

1  In  1793  the  brief  occupation  of  Toulon  by  the  British  fleet  in  league 
with  French  Royalists  and  Moderates  only  served  to  identify  the  Jacobin 
cause  with  that  of  the  nation,  and  to  elicit  the  genius  of  Bonaparte,  the 
young  captain  of  artillery. 
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prepared  for  it  by  the  fire  of  batteries  brought  boldly  to  the 
front,  and  by  a  thick  cloud  of  skirmishers  (Jrancs-iireurs ),  con¬ 
sisting  of  the  most  energetic  officers  and  men,  who  occupied 
any  farm  or  point  of  strategic  vantage,  shot  down  the  enemy’s 
gunners  and  disordered  his  ranks.  Last  of  all,  the  head  of  the 
column  would  appear  through  the  smoke,  the  officers  running 
in  front  with  their  cocked  hats  raised  on  their  swords,  officers 
and  men  together  howling  the  Marseillaise  like  so  many  demons. 
At  that  psychological  moment  the  ‘  myrmidons  of  the  Princes,’ 
instead  of  coolly  concentrating  the  fire  of  their  long  line  on  the 
head  of  the  column,  generally  turned  and  ran  away.  That  was 
how  France  conquered  Europe. 

The  revival  of  the  column,  recalling  the  infantry  forma¬ 
tion  of  the  seventeenth  century,  was  technically  retrograde, 
but  it  gained  such  prestige  from  the  French  victories  that 
it  soon  supplanted  the  better  formation  of  the  line  in  all 
armies  save  the  British.  Our  soldiers,  who  practically  dis¬ 
appeared  from  the  battlefields  of  Europe  between  1795  and 
1806,  clung  to  the  line  tactics  and  the  severe  drill  necessary 
for  their  successful  employment ;  and  so  it  came  about  that 
when  we  returned  to  the  front  at  Maida  and  the  Peninsula,  the 
concentrated  volley-firing  of  the  ‘  thin  red  line  ’  swept  away  the 
heads  of  the  French  columns. 

But  in  1793-4  the  British  line  failed  to  establish  its  supre¬ 
macy  over  its  massed  opponents, mainly  from  lack  of  leadership. 
The  corruption  and  inefficiency  which  we  have,  in  a  previous 
chapter,  noticed  in  all  the  official  and  institutional  life  of  eight¬ 
eenth-century  England,  were  not  wanting  in  the  army,  any 
more  than  in  Parliament  or  the  Municipalities,  the  Universities 
or  the  Church.  Commands,  high  and  low,  went  by  favour  and 
purchase,  not  by  merit.  True  professional  spirit  and  science 
were  at  their  lowest  ebb.  In  the  Duke  of  York’s  army  in 
Flanders,  Colonel  Wesley,  a  young  man  of  twenty-five — after¬ 
wards  better  known  as  Arthur  Wellesley,  Duke  ofW ellington — 
saw  with  disgust  his  brother  officers  ‘  when  wine  was  on  the 
table,  fling  aside  despatches  which  arrived,  to  await  such 
attention  as  they  might  be  in  a  condition  to  give  when  they 
had  finished  the  bottles.’1 

1  General  Sir  Robert  Wilson  in  bis  Autobiography  records  that  in  this 
Flemish  campaign  cruel  punishments  for  drunkenness  were  often  ordered 
by  officers  who  themselves  had  been  guilty  with  impunity  of  the  same 
offence,  and  had  not  even  recovered  from  its  effects.  ‘  The  halberds  were 
regularly  erected  along  the  lines  every  morning,’  for  floggings,  ‘and  the 
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A  pair  of  monuments  within  a  few  hundred  yards  of  each 
other  at  the  very  heart  of  the  Empire,  the  Nelson  and  Duke 
of  York  columns,  commemorate  the  greatness  of  our  naval 
triumph  and  of  our  military  failure  under  Pitt.  Nelson  up  aloft 
keeps  his  watch  for  the  enemy’s  fleet,  over  the  roofs  of  the  city 
whose  prosperity  he  prolonged  into  new  centuries,  and  whose 
influence  he  caused  to  extend  over  the  uttermost  parts  of  the 
earth.  No  fame  more  noble  is  anywhere  in  the  world  more 
fittingly  symbolised.  ‘  There  is  but  one  Nelson.’  Yet,  as  his 
rival  apparently,  there  stands  on  a  neighbouring  pillar  the  man 
whom  the  Jacobin  armies  drove  headlong  out  of  Flanders  and 
Holland.  No  doubt  the  Duke  of  York  got  his  tall  monument 
because  he  was  George  I  IPs  son.  What  he  really  deserves  is  a 
bust  in  some  gallery  of  the  War  Office  because,  when  he  was 
made  Commander-in-Chief  after  his  fiasco  in  the  Netherlands,  1795-. 
he  helped  Sir  Ralph  Abercromby,  Sir  John  Moore  and  others  1809 
to  reorganise  a  little,  and  to  improve  a  good  deal,  the  army 
which  he  had  led  to  defeat,  and  which  Nelson’s  true  rival  was 
ere  long  to  lead  to  victory. 

In  the  summer  of  1795,  after  our  armies  had  been  expelled 
from  the  Netherlands,  a  tragic  mischance  further  dimmed  our 
prestige  in  Europe.  The  British  fleet  landed  several  thousand 
Frenchmen,  many  of  them  emigres  of  noble  family,  on  the  Pen¬ 
insula  of  Quiberon,  with  a  view  to  encouraging  a  rebellion  of 
Breton  ‘Chouans’  against  the  Republic.  The  invaders  were 
captured  in  sight  of  our  ships,  and  690  emigres  were  subse¬ 
quently  massacred  by  order  of  the  Paris  authorities;  the 
fall  of  Robespierre  in  ‘Thermidor’  the  year  before  had  been 
only  the  first  step  towards  freeing  France  from  methods  of 
‘  terror.’ 

Far  the  largest  of  our  military  operations  in  the  war  against 
the  Republic  was  conducted  in  the  West  Indies.  Although  1793-6 
there  were  hardly  any  French  troops  in  the  islands,  we  lost  in 
three  years  in  that  pestilential  climate  some  80,000  men,  one- 
half  dead  and  the  rest  unfitted  for  further  service.  A  smaller 
loss  spread  over  twice  as  many  years,  afterwards  sufficed  us  to 
wrench  Spain  and  Portugal  from  the  grasp  of  Napoleon. 

The  historian  of  the  British  Army  who  first  brought  to 
light  the  magnitude  of  this  forgotten  trageciy,  has  severely 

shrieks  of  the  sufferers  made  a  pandemonium  from  which  the  foreigner  fled 
with  terror  and  astonishment  at  the  severity  of  our  military  rule.  In  this 
particular  form  of  cruelty  our  army  held  the  bad  eminence  in  Europe. 
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blamed  Pitt  for  the  waste.1  And  certainly  the  best  chance 
of  obtaining  an  early  conclusion  of  the  wrar  would  have  been 
to  launch  on  Paris  the  troops  we  spent  in  the  West  Indies. 
But  even  this  might  have  failed,  and  the  loss  of  the  West 
Indies  would  in  those  days  have  been  a  fearful  blow  to  our 
trade,  and  would  have  afforded  the  enemy  bases  for  privateers 
to  prey  upon  our  commerce  on  the  grand  scale. 

Pitt,  for  his  part,  never  regarded  England  as  a  principal 
in  the  war  on  the  Continent.  He  looked  to  our  allies  to  carry 
on  the  invasion  of  France.  He  had  taken  for  his  model,  not 
Marlborough,  but  his  own  father,  Chatham,  who  had  effectu¬ 
ally  succoured  Frederick  the  Great  with  much  money  and  a 
very  few  troops,  while  the  British  fleets  and  armies  had  har¬ 
vested  the  French  colonies  in  America.  Indeed,  they  had  left 
Chatham’s  son  nothing  but  the  gleanings.  To  our  eyes,  the 
West  Indian  islands  for  which  he  fought,  compare  poorly  to 
the  Canada  that  his  father  won.  But  in  1793  imperial  values 
were  different  from  what  they  are  now,  and  the  sugar  and  coffee 
islands  were  then  of  the  first  order  of  commercial  importance. 
Pitt,  in  proposing  the  income-tax  of  1798,  calculated  that,  of 
the  incomes  enjoyed  in  Great  Britain,  those  derived  from  the 
West  Indies  very  much  surpassed  those  derived  from  Ireland 
and  from  all  the  rest  of  the  world  outside  the  British  Isles. 

In  the  first  two  years  of  the  war,  before  Spain  and  Holland 
by  joining  France  made  their  colonies  targets  for  our  attack, 
there  was  nothing  but  the  French  West  Indies  for  Pitt  to  take 
by  way  of  war  indemnity  to  the  taxpayer.  He  was  often  think¬ 
ing  about  that,  while  Burke  was  always  thinking  of  putting 
down  the  French  Revolution. 

But,  apart  from  all  thought  of  gain,  Pitt’s  attention  was 
called  to  the  West  Indies  by  humanity  and  by  the  need  of  de¬ 
fending  our  existing  interests.  A  social  rising  of  negro  slaves 
in  the  French  islands  had  been  stirred  up  by  the  French  Re¬ 
volutionists’  proclamation  of  freedom  and  race  equality.  The 
French  planters  repudiated  their  allegiance  to  the  negro-phil 
Republic  at  home,  and  applied  to  Great  Britain  to  protect  them 
from  extirpation.  The  huge  island  of  Haiti  or  San  Domingo, 
part  French,  part  Spanish,  till  then  the  wealthiest  of  the  West 
Indian  group,  became  the  scene  of  unsurpassable  horrors. 

1  ‘They  ’  [the  British  Ministers]  ‘  poured  their  troops  into  these  pesti¬ 
lent  islands,  in  the  expectation  that  thereby  they  would  destroy  the  power 
of  France,  only  to  discover,  when  it  was  too  late,  that  they  had  practically 
destroyed  the  British  army.’ — Fortescue,  iv.  385. 
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Thence  the  revolt  of  the  slaves  spread  to  the  other  islands, 
french  and  English  alike,  not  excluding  Jamaica.  The  blacks, 
stirred  up  by  the  agents  of  the  French  Republic,  threatened 
the  whole  white  race  in  the  Archipelago.  It  was  not  a  situation 
that  Pitt  could  have  left  entirely  alone.  We  were  indeed  being 
punished  for  Parliament’s  refusal  to  stop  the  slave-trade  and 
mitigate  the  lot  of  the  slaves  in  the  British  West  Indies.  If 
Wilberforce’s  advice  had  been  taken  earlier,  the  blacks  would 
have  been  loyal  to  us  instead  of  to  the  Jacobins.  But  whatever 
the  cause  of  the  fire,  we  had  to  put  it  out. 

Want  of  medical  provision  and  ignorance  of  tropical  con¬ 
ditions  caused  our  soldiers  to  die  of  fever  by  thousands,  and 
when  at  last  we  were  on  the  way  to  get  the  better  of  the  situa¬ 
tion,  Spain  in  1796  declared  war  against  us  and  put  her  interest 
in  San  Domingo  and  other  islands  at  the  disposition  of  France. 
After  many  years,  it  all  ended  in  the  annexation  by  Britain  of 
a  few  smaller  French  and  Spanish  islands,  and  the  quelling 
of  the  servile  revolt  everywhere  except  in  the  largest  area 
of  dispute,  Haiti,  which  remains  a  4  Black  Republic  ’  to 
this  day. 

Period  II.  Some  aspects  of  the  JVar  during  the  Interval 
between  the  two  Coalitions ,  1796-8  (see  p.  83). 

The  governing  condition  of  this  period  of  the  war  is  the 
desertion  of  Great  Britain  by  her  allies.  Prussia,  intent  on 
Poland,  slunk  first  out  of  the  Western  struggle  which  she  had  !?95 
been  the  first  to  provoke.  Then  Spain  made  peace,  and  next 
year  warlike  alliance  with  France,  in  accordance  with  the  fears  1796 
and  whims  of  Godoy,  originally  a  handsome  young  gentleman 
serving  in  the  ranks  of  the  Royal  Guards,  who  had  become  the 
Queen’s  paramour,  and,  therefore,  the  King’s  Minister.  The 
Queen  and  he  had  at  first  adopted  a  policy  of  clericalism  and 
reaction  at  home,  coupled  with  war  against  the  French  Re¬ 
public.  But  when  the  war  with  France  proved  unsuccessful 
and  ere  long  became  unpopular,  they  were  not  ashamed  to 
change  sides  completely,  and  become  allies  of  the  infidel  and 
revolutionary  power.  Such  were  the  irresponsible  creatures 
supplied  by  the  ancien  regime  to  rule  States,  and  to  defend  them 
against  the  young  vigour  of  the  French  Republic.  Last  of  all, 
Austria,  driven  out  of  Italy  and  threatened  through  the  passes 
of  the  Eastern  Alps  by  Bonaparte,  bought  for  herself  peace 
and  the  territories  of  the  murdered  Venetian  Republic,  at  the 
price  of  consent  to  the  Rhine  frontier  for  France.  Meanwhile,  1797 
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the  Swiss  and  the  Dutch  were  in  the  French  grip,  not  wholly 
against  their  own  will,  and  not  without  some  ultimate  benefit 
to  their  own  antiquated  institutions. 

In  1793  it  had  been  France  alone  against  Europe;  in  1797 
it  was  England. 

How  much  was  Pitt  responsible  for  this  diplomatic  cata¬ 
strophe  ?  Its  underlying  cause  was  the  moral  collapse  of  the 
ancien  regime  all  over  the  Continent,  when  brought  into  contact 
with  the  new  France.  But,  when  all  is  said,  it  argued  diplo¬ 
matic  failure  on  the  part  of  Britain’s  statesmen  in  relation  to 
their  allies.  We  had  poured  out  gold  like  water  for  them  in 
subsidies,  with  this  result!  Pitt’s  Foreign  Minister  was  Lord 
Grenville,  a  man  of  unselfish  patriotism,  but  without  imagina¬ 
tion,  and  devoid  of  sympathy  with  anyone  outside  the  govern¬ 
ing  class  of  his  own  country.  To  foreigners,  his  manners  and 
the  style  of  his  correspondence  seemed  repellent,  and  his  ignor¬ 
ance  of  their  affairs  extreme.  Indeed,  neither  Grenville  nor  Pitt 
had  the  qualities  of  a  William  III  or  a  Marlborough,  requisite 
to  hold  together  a  mob  of  decadent  princes  and  selfish  Courts, 
easily  scared  by  the  first  shadow  of  defeat. 

And  so,  when  our  armies  had  failed  and  our  allies  had 
deserted,  we  came  to  the  crisis  of  sea-power.  What  was  it  to 
be  worth  to  us,  with  Western  Europe  united  for  our  destruc¬ 
tion  under  efficient  leadership,  and  the  rest  of  the  world  looking 
on  as  neutral  ?  The  limits  of  sea-power  had  been  demon¬ 
strated  in  1796,  when  Bonaparte  had  successfully  invaded 
Italy  from  a  base  of  supplies  running  along  the  Genoese  Riviera 
under  the  guns  of  Nelson’s  ships.1  Next  year,  as  a  result  of  the 
entry  of  Spain  into  the  war  against  us,  the  Government  decided 
Jan  1797-  to  withdraw  our  fleet  from  the  Mediterranean,  which  for  nearly 
May  1798  a  year  and  a  half  remained  a  ‘  French  lake.’ 

Daring  this  nadir  of  our  fortunes  and  reputation,  occurred 
April-June  ^  naval  mutinies  at  Spithead  and  the  Nore.  Spithead  was  a 
1797  ‘  strike  ’  of  loyal  men,  who  had  no  other  means  of  getting  their 
grievances  redressed.  It  was  successful,  and  it  probably  saved 
England  from  having  to  pay,  at  a  later  date,  a  higher  price  for 
her  shameful  neglect  of  the  men  on  whom  her  safety  depended. 
The  mutiny  at  the  Nore,  on  the  other  hand,  which  broke  out 
after  these  concessions  had  been  promised,  was  deeply  resented 

1  It  was  the  first  time  these  two  great  men  were  in  contact.  Bonaparte 
erected  a  line  of  forts  along  the  Riviera,  which  successfully  defended  his 
communications.  Of  course,  most  of  our  fleet  in  those  parts  had  to  attend 
to  the  French  fleet  in  Toulon. 
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by  all  loyal  sailors  and  citizens.  Such  ill-conduct  never  recurred 
in  the  navy,  after  the  reforms  secured  at  Spithead  had  been  put 
in  force.  The  mutinies  were  a  remarkable  introduction  to  the 
heroic  age  of  British  seamanship.  But  officers  and  men,  country 
and  navy,  having  gone  through  it,  understood  each  other 
better.  Although  there  was  thenceforth  a  marked  improvement 
in  the  conditions  of  naval  service,  the  treatment  of  the  sailors 
remained  throughout  the  war  a  disgrace  to  the  humanity  and 
to  the  gratitude  of  English  public  men. 

While  the  mutinies  were  going  on,  Duncan,  with  two  loyal 
ships,  kept  the  Dutch  fleet  in  the  Texel  by  a  brilliant  piece  of 
bluff.  When  discipline  had  been  restored,  he  captured  nine 
out  of  the  sixteen  Dutchmen  at  Camperdown. 

Pitt’s  courage  never  faltered  throughout  these  terrible 
months,  with  the  Mediterranean  lost,  Europe  lost,  and  Ireland 
certain  to  be  lost  too,  if  a  French  army  of  any  size  could  land 
on  its  shores.1  He  honestly  tried  to  get  peace  with  France  in 
the  negotiations  of  Lille,  but  when  the  war  party,  by  the  coup  Sept 
d'etat  of  Fructidor,  launched  France  decisively  on  the  policy  1797 
of  endless  war  abroad,  in  order  to  maintain  the  despotism  of 
an  odious  faction  at  home,  he  resolutely  shouldered  the  burden 
he  could  no  longer  hope  to  lay  down.  His  management  of 
naval  affairs  is  not  open  to  the  criticisms  levelled  at  his  military 
and  diplomatic  performance.  He  chose  as  head  of  the  Admir¬ 
alty,  Lord  Spencer,  who  had  come  over  to  him  with  the  Port¬ 
land  Whigs,  and  was  as  good  for  the  Navy  as  Dundas,  the 
Secretary  of  State  for  War,  was  bad  for  the  Army.  To  Pitt 
and  Spencer  belongs  the  credit,  shared  with  Nelson’s  profes¬ 
sional  chief,  Admiral  Jervis  (Lord  St.  Vincent),  of  choosing 
out  one  of  the  youngest  flag-officers  on  the  list,  for  the  epoch- 
making  service  of  reconquering  the  Mediterranean  Sea. 

The  decision  to  fly  the  flag  there  again,  in  the  face  of 
material  odds,  was  peculiarly  Pitt’s  own.  Spencer  and  Lord  St. 
Vincent  both  had  their  doubts,  and  no  wonder.  The  Spanish 
fleet,  though  scotched  at  St.  Vincent,  was  still  in  being;  the 
French  fleet  was  in  Toulon ;  and  the  ports  of  France,  Spain  and 
most  of  Italy  were  closed  against  us.  It  was  a  bold  stake,  but  des¬ 
perate  situations  require  hazardous  remedies,  as  Marlborough 
knew  when  he  marched  on  the  Danube.  That  such  a  cam¬ 
paign  was  decreed  and  that  Nelson  was  put  in  charge  of  it,  shows 
that  in  the  crisis  of  our  fate  naval  affairs  were  in  strong  hands. 

1  See  next  chapter. 
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When  Nelson  re-entered  the  Mediterranean  in  May  1798, 
Bonaparte  was  on  the  point  of  crossing  the  ‘  French  Lake  ’  to 
found  a  French  Empire  in  the  Levant  and  to  dominate  the 
East.  He  sailed  for  Egypt.  Nelson,  ignorant  of  his  destina¬ 
tion,  hunted  for  him  on  the  face  of  the  hazy  deep  and  missed 
him  by  a  chance.  He  landed  and  conquered  Lower  Egypt. 
But  his  fleet  was  destroyed  at  the  mouth  of  the  Nile  by  that 
perfection  of  moral,  intellectual  and  professional  qualities 
which  we  call  the  ‘  Nelson  touch,’  a  thing  new  in  naval  war. 
Bonaparte,  locked  up  in  Egypt,  was  discredited.  For  want  of 
sea  communications,  his  attempt  to  conquer  Turkey  from 
Egypt  failed,  before  no  more  serious  opposition  than  Captain 
Sir  Sidney  Smith  with  a  few  British  sailors  and  Turks  on  the 
top  of  the  breach  at  Acre.  The  Princes  of  Europe  who  had 
been  spell-bound  by  the  fascination  of  French  success,  dared 
to  move  again.  The  immediate  consequence  of  the  battle  of 
the  Nile  was  the  Second  Coalition,  which,  after  a  brief  career 
of  glory,  soon  went  the  way  of  the  First,  for  it  was  made  of  the 
same  stuff.  The  more  lasting  consequences  of  the  Nile  were 
British  domination  of  the  islands  and  waters  of  the  Mediter¬ 
ranean  and  renewed  influence  along  its  shores,  and  in  the  world 
as  a  whole,  a  superiority  both  material  and  moral  over  the 
enemy  fleets  which  enabled  us  to  survive  the  Napoleonic  system 
in  Europe,  and  to  enjoy  afterwards  a  hundred  years  of  safety. 

Period  III.  So?ne  aspects  of  the  W ar  of  the  Second  Coalition , 
1799-1 800  (see  pp.  83-84,  above). 

The  war  had  now  fully  acquired  the  character  which  it  re¬ 
tained  until  1812,  of  a  series  of  spasmodic  and  ill-co-ordinated 
efforts  to  prevent  the  domination  and  exploitation  of  the  Euro¬ 
pean  world  by  France.  Ever  since  1794,  France  could  have 
had  peace  and  safety  if  she  had  been  content  to  remain  within 
her  own  borders,  but  the  temptation  to  embark  upon  wars  of 
conquest  was  too  strong.  All  along  her  eastern  frontier,  from 
the  Netherlands  to  Italy,  lay  a  series  of  small  and  un-warlike 
States,  inhabited  by  populations  discontented  with  their  own 
political  and  social  institutions,  and  looking  towards  France  of 
the  Revolution  with  fear  and  hope  mingled  in  about  equal  pro¬ 
portions.  The  strong  military  States,  less  influenced  by  the 
revolutionary  philosophers,  lay  far  away  in  the  East,  and  even 
they  were  incapable  of  sustained  effort  to  protect  conservative 
interests  in  the  West.  In  the  Second  Coalition,  Russia,  after 
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a  brilliant  beginning,  showed  herself  as  unreliable  as  Prussia 
in  the  First.  England  alone  being  in  the  true  sense  a  nation, 
could  alone  be  relied  on. 

Nor  had  even  England  the  smallest  intention  of  sending 
great  armies  to  the  Continent,  or  incurring  any  serious  drain  on 
her  man-power.  Her  island  position  made  it  easy  for  her  to 
keep  out  of  the  Continent  for  years  together,1  and  yet  remain 
in  a  state  of  war,  perpetually  offering  alliance  and  money  to  any 
power  who  would  try  another  fall  with  France.  These  con¬ 
ditions  prolonged  the  struggle  for  twenty  years,  until  the 
insatiable  ambition  of  France  had  raised  up  ‘  nations  ’  in  Ger¬ 
many,  Spain  and  Russia,  to  suppress,  not  indeed  the  French 
Revolution,  but  the  French  war-party.  , 

The  French  system  of  conquest  was  predatory  and  selfish 
in  intention,  but  in  effect  it  was  often  progressive  and  benefi¬ 
cent.  The  Governments  between  Robespierre  and  Napoleon  1795- 
refused  to  make  peace,  because  they  dared  not  disband  their  1800 
soldiers  and  face  bankruptcy  and  unpopularity  at  home.  They 
maintained  the  armies  at  free  quarters  on  foreign  soil,  and  levied 
systematic  contributions  on  the  wealthier  classes  of  the  con¬ 
quered  lands,  in  order  to  keep  alive  from  month  to  month  the 
sick  finance  of  France,  which  Pitt  perpetually  expected  to  see 
expire.  Such  considerations  largely  dictated  the  foreign  policy 
of  the  French  Government  in  relation  to  Holland,  the  Rhine 
country  and,  above  all,  Italy. 

But  there  was  another  aspect  to  this  system  of  predatory 
warfare  on  the  part  of  the  French.  In  the  countries  which  they 
entered  in  order  to  rob,  they  presented  themselves  as  enemies 
of  the  ancien  regime ,  appealing  to  the  forces  of  progress.  They 
destroyed  feudalism  and  clerical  privilege  and  summoned  the 
professional  and  middle  class  to  take  its  proper  share  in  the 
leadership  of  the  community.  Bonaparte,  himself  of  Italian 
origin,  formed  Italian  Republics,  contrary  to  the  original 
design  of  the  French  home  authorities,  who  had  intended  to 
plunder  Italy  and  barter  her  back  to  Austria  in  return  for  the 
Rhine  frontier.  Their  masterful  new  servant  developed  a 
policy  of  his  own,  of  which  the  effect  was  to  evoke  the  spirit 
of  the  risorgimento ,  at  once  Liberal  and  Nationalist,  which  in 
two  generations  placed  a  united  Italy  among  the  free  nations. 

1  Between  1795  and  1806  (Maida),  the  only  British  military  expeditions 
in  Continental  Europe  were  an  unsuccessful  landing  under  the  Duke  of 
York  in  Holland  in  1799,  and  a  landing  in  North  Germany  in  1805  that  did 
nothing  at  all,  as  Prussia  refused  to  co-operate. 
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In  the  course  of  these  first  political  experiments  of  his  in 
Italy,  Bonaparte  noticed  that  the  common  people  were  strongly 
averse  to  anything  approaching  that  persecution  of  the  priest¬ 
hood  which  had  become  part  of  the  stock-in-trade  of  the 
Revolution.  He  saw  that  the  State  could  shake  itself  free  of 
clericalism  without  therefore  oppressing  the  Catholic  cult. 
On  this  and  other  points  he  conceived,  from  the  lessons  of  his 
Italian  experience,  the  idea  of  reconciling  the  great  reforms 
of  the  Revolution  with  the  permanent  elements  of  the  old  life. 
This  reconciliation  was  to  prove  the  firmest  basis  of  his  future 
rule  in  France  and  in  Europe. 

The  political  aspect  of  French  conquest  condemned  Eng¬ 
land,  in  her  defence  of  Europe,  to  fight  as  the  champion  of  the 
ancien  regime ,  contrary  to  her  main  line  of  policy  in  the  following 
century,  and  contrary  even  to  her  old  position  as  the  great  anti- 
Papal  power.  The  Pope  and  the  leaders  of  the  Catholic  reaction 
became  the  clients  abroad  of  the  Protestant  Toryism  that  would 
not  allow  Catholics  to  sit  in  the  British  Parliament.  When 
Bonaparte  was  away  in  Egypt,  the  Russian  general  Suwarow’s 
victories  restored  the  ancien  regime  in  Italy  for  a  year,  while 
Nelson,  at  Naples,  under  Lady  Hamilton’s  influence,  made 
England  the  abettor  of  some  of  the  worst  acts  of  those  bar¬ 
barous  reactionary  forces  of  which,  in  the  days  of  Palmerston 
and  Gladstone,  she  became  the  powerful  enemy. 

The  Terror,  under  Robespierre,  had  killed  off  many  of  the 
most  promising  leaders  of  the  French  Republic,  and  had  fright¬ 
ened  generous  youth  from  politics  to  the  less  dangerous  trade  of 
war.  The  domestic  government  of  the  Directorate  was  the 
incapable  tyranny  of  a  faction  which  offered  its  subj'ects  no  com¬ 
pensations,  material  or  moral,  for  their  servitude.  Now  that  it 
had  lost  Italy,  Frenchmen  began  to  look  out  for  a  more  attrac¬ 
tive  and  able  despotism. 

In  the  autumn  of  1799,  Bonaparte,  leaving  his  army 
marooned  in  Egypt,  stole  back  to  France.  She  had  learnt  in 
his  absence  how  much  she  had  need  of  him.  At  the  final  revo¬ 
lutionary  journee  of  Brumaire,  the  ‘  foggy  month  ’  of  the  Re¬ 
publican  Calendar,  itself  now  dated,1  the  Directorate  fell  at 
his  touch  like  over-ripe  fruit.  He  became  nominally  First 
Consul,  really  perpetual  dictator,  acclaimed  by  the  great  majo¬ 
rity  of  Frenchmen  who  now  only  desired  to  be  protected  in  the 

1  At  the  end  of  1805,  the  Emperor  Napoleon  restored  the  Gregorian 
Calendar. 
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quiet  enjoyment  of  what  the  Revolution  had  won  for  them. 
They  asked  for  order,  security  and  sound  administration.  For 
this  they  had  applied  to  the  right  man,  and  as  they  felt  his 
master  hand,  they  gave  themselves  to  him  in  an  ecstasy  of  self¬ 
surrender. 


‘  To  weld  the  nation  in  a  name  of  dread, 

And  scatter  carrion  flies  off  wounds  unhealed, 

The  Necessitated  came.’ 

Italy  was  reconquered  in  a  few  weeks  and  the  prestige  of  May- 
the  new  government  established  by  the  First  Consul’s  sen-  June 
sational  passage  of  the  Alps  over  the  Great  St.  Bernard,  and  1800 
the  brief  campaign  of  Marengo.  The  Italian  triumph,  being 
followed  by  Moreau’s  victory  of  Hohenlinden  in  the  snowy  Dec. 
Bavarian  forest,  again  drove  Austria  out  of  the  war  at  the  Treaty  1800 
of  Luneville.  Russia  had  already  fallen  off.  The  Second  Coali-  Feb. 
tion  had  collapsed.  Western  Europe  was  acknowledged  as  1801 
French,  and  Britain  stood  alone  once  more. 

But  for  some  years  to  come,  peace  had  for  Bonaparte 
victories  yet  more  renowned  than  war.  During  the  five  years 
between  Hohenlinden  and  Austerlitz,  France  carried  out  no 
military  operations  of  the  first  order.  But  in  those  years  she 
received  from  her  master  new  institutions,  to  replace  those  of 
the  ancien  regime  which  the  Revolution  had  destroyed,  but  for 
which  the  Jacobins  and  the  Directorate  had  found  no  better 
substitute  than  the  lawless  vigour  of  self-appointed  Commit¬ 
tees.  The  Revolution  now  crystallised  into  law  and  order. 
French  life  is  based  to-day  on  the  highly  centralised  Napoleonic 
system  of  local  administration,  of  education,  and  of  justice,  and 
on  the  laws  of  his  great  Code.  Even  the  Napoleonic  settlement 
of  Church  and  State  survived  until  the  twentieth  century. 
Governments  and  parties  might  change  in  the  nineteenth  cen¬ 
tury — Bourbons,  Orleanists,  Second  Empires,  Republics, 
might  come  or  go — but  they  all  moved  and  had  their  being 
inside  the  framework  of  French  life  that  the  First  Consul 
shaped,  securing  in  a  permanent  and  solid  form  the  social 
benefits  of  the  Revolution. 

Bonaparte  and  the  able  Civil  Service  that  he  chose  and  in¬ 
spired,  worked  in  those  five  years  more  creatively  perhaps  than 
any  set  of  administrators  had  ever  worked  before.  They  set  up 
the  machinery  of  the  first  modern  State.  On  the  example  of 
France,  the  centralised  States  of  modern  Europe,  particularly 
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the  German,  were  afterwards  modelled.  Even  England,  with 
her  freer  life,  at  once  more  local  and  more  personal,  has  been 
influenced  by  that  first  great  engine  of  State  efficiency. 

Bonaparte  seemed  only  to  be  giving  France  what  she  craved. 
But  in  his  own  thought  he  was  preparing  her  to  be  his  weapon 
of  conquest.  When  he  took  her  in  hand,  she  was  already  the 
one  self-conscious  ‘  nation  ’  on  the  Continent.  He  gave  her 
the  only  modern  administration  in  the  world.  Thus  doubly 
formidable,  how  could  she  fail,  under  the  leadership  of  a  genius 
as  great  as  Caesar's,  to  conquer  the  antiquated  incompetence 
of  Europe  ?  How  indeed,  until  Europe  caught  from  her  some¬ 
thing  of  her  new  spirit  and  borrowed  from  her  something  of 
her  new  machinery?  Till  then,  England  would  have  to  hold 
out  as  best  she  could.  But  England  also  was  strong  for 
self-defence  in  the  monopoly  of  two  new  things — a  fleet  like 
Nelson’s  and  the  Industrial  system. 

Period  IV.  Some  aspects  oj  the  Armed  Neutrality ,  Dec.  1 800- 
April  1801  (see  p.  84,  above). 

When,  owing  to  the  Irish  affair,  Addington  replaced  Pitt 
in  February  1801,  the  prospect  was  dark  indeed.  Bonaparte, 
with  Western  Europe  united  under  him,  with  Austria  retired 
from  the  contest,  had  drawn  the  powers  of  the  North-East  into 
a  combination  against  England.  Russia  headed  Denmark, 
Sweden  and  Prussia  in  a  League  of  ‘  Armed  Neutrality.’ 

The  Armed  Neutrality  was  a  revival  of  its  predecessor  of 
twenty  years  before.  Its  main  object  was  to  contest,  by  arms  if 
necessary,  the  right  of  British  ships  to  search  neutrals  for  con¬ 
traband.  But  there  were  further  motives  underlying  the  new 
combination.  The  half-crazy  Czar  Paul  was  drawn  into  the 
scheme  by  his  admiration  for  Bonaparte,  his  fury  against  his 
late  allies,  his  excited  visions  of  Muscovite  armies  invading 
India  and  striking  down  the  power  of  England ;  Prussia  by  her 
designs  on  Hanover ;  Denmark  by  her  fear  of  Russia ;  everyone 
by  a  fascinated  dread  of  France  and  her  young  master. 

The  strangling  of  the  Czar  Paul  by  the  officers  of  his  bar- 
March  barian  army,  tired  of  holding  their  lives  and  properties  at  the 
24, 1801  mercy  of  a  madman,  might  possibly  have  dissolved  the  League 
for  a  time,  even  without  Nelson’s  help.  But  the  destruction  of 
April  the  Danish  fleet  at  Copenhagen,  before  the  news  of  the  out- 
2,  1801  landish  murder  had  reached  Denmark,  produced  a  moral  effect 
more  profound  and  lasting  than  the  death  of  any  Czar. 


NELSON  AND  THE  NORTH  97 

Technically  ^and  humanly,  Copenhagen  was  the  finest  of 
Nelson’s  campaigns.  On  this  occasion  he  had  many  unusual 
difficulties  to  overcome :  the  stubborn  resistance  of  a  northern 
and  a  seafaring  race;  an  enemy  fleet  fed  throughout  the  action 
from  the  capital,  and  aided  by  the  guns  of  its  forts;  shoals 
which  entrapped  three  of  the  attacking  ships,  and  would  have 
ensured  disaster  if  retreat  had  been  attempted.  And  all  through 
he  had  to  deal  with  Sir  Hyde  Parker  as  his  Commanding 
Officer,  sulky  and  secretive  when  the  campaign  opened,  and 
always  timid,  except  when  under  the  direct  personal  magnet¬ 
ism  of  his  famous  subordinate.  Over  all  these  dangers  Nelson 
triumphed  by  professional  science  and  instinct,  by  courage  that 
accepted  great  risks  open-eyed,  by  temper  and  wisdom  both  in 
personal  dealings  with  Parker  and  in  diplomatic  dealings  with 
the  Danes  after  the  battle  was  won. 

If  Nelson  had  been  in  supreme  command,  he  would  have 
masked  Copenhagen  instead  of  attacking  it,  and  would  have 
gone  straight  up  the  Baltic  to  Reval  to  destroy  the  Russian 
ships  there,  and  so  strike  at  the  political  mainspring  of  the 
League.  On  the  other  hand,  Parker,  if  left  to  himself,  would 
have  remained  in  the  Kattegat  and  would  never  have  entered 
the  Baltic  at  all,  in  face  of  the  fleets  of  Denmark,  Russia  and 
Sweden.  The  decision  to  attack  Copenhagen  was  a  compro¬ 
mise  between  the  two  men,  though  Nelson  planned  and  exe¬ 
cuted  every  detail.  If  the  Czar  Paul  had  lived,  the  overruling 
of  Nelson  by  Parker  in  the  matter  of  Reval  might  have  cost 
England  dear. 

When  Nelson  was  dragging  Parker  into  the  Baltic  ‘  to  face 
the  odds  and  brave  the  fates,’  he  wrote  to  him  on  March  24th : 

‘  Here  you  are,  with  almost  the  safety,  certainly  with  the 
honour  of  England  more  entrusted  to  you  than  ever  yet  fell 
to  the  lot  of  any  British  Officer.  On  your  decision  depends 
whether  our  country  shall  be  degraded  in  the  eyes  of  Europe, 
or  whether  she  shall  rear  her  head  higher  than  ever.’ 

Early  that  morning,  all  unknown  to  the  two  Admirals,  the 
Czar  Paul  had  been  murdered,  and  thereby  perhaps  the  im¬ 
mediate  safety  of  England  had  been  secured.  But  Nelson’s 
words  remained  true.  It  was  owing  not  to  the  death  of  Paul, 
but  to  Nelson’s  spirit  and  to  Nelson’s  action  that,  at  the  cost 
of  nearly  a  thousand  seamen  killed  and  wounded,  England 
‘  reared  her  head  higher  than  ever.’  It  was  because  England 
now  ‘  reared  her  head  high  ’  at  sea,  that  she  was  able  to  survive 
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the  accumulated  perils  of  the  Napoleonic  period.  Copenhagen, 
indeed,  together  with  the  Nile  and  Trafalgar,  gave  a  triple 
sanction  to  the  international  creed  of  British  naval  invincibility, 
which  carried  us  through  the  nineteenth  century  with  security 
unchallenged.  When,  in  our  own  day,  England  was  again  in 
danger,  these  memories,  sunk  deep  into  the  world’s  conscious¬ 
ness,  did  much  to  paralyse  German  naval  initiative,  and  to 
foster,  against  the  newer  German  reclame ,  the  old  belief  that 
our  hold  on  the  sea  could  never  be  loosened.  Nelson’s  victories 
have  proved,  both  in  space  and  in  time,  more  far-reaching  than 
those  of  Napoleon  himself.1 

Nearly  a  year  passed  after  Copenhagen  before  Addington 
was  able  to  bring  to  an  end  the  negotiations  for  the  highly  un- 
1802  satisfactory  Treaty  of  Amiens,  in  which  the  First  Consul  scored 
most  of  the  points.  The  only  important  event  of  that  last  year 
1801  of  war  was  the  reduction  of  Bonaparte’s  old  army,  marooned 
in  Egypt.  The  spirited  operations  on  the  shore  near  Alexan¬ 
dria  cost  us  the  fine  old  soldier,  Sir  Ralph  Abercromby,  killed 
in  the  hour  of  victory.  The  conduct  of  the  British  troops  and 
their  terrible  volley-firing  surprised  the  French.  Such  was  the 
outcome  of  recent  reforms  and  of  a  spirit  in  the  Army  that  had 
not  been  noticeable  in  Flanders  or  the  West  Indies.  Aber- 
cromby’s  last  order,  as  he  was  being  carried  dying  off  the  field, 

1  The  following  is  the  first-hand  evidence  for  the  most  famous  of  all  Nel¬ 
son  stories.  It  is  from  the  narrative  of  General  Stewart,  on  board  Nelson’s 
flagship,  the  Elephant,  at  Copenhagen  : 

‘  When  the  signal  No.  39  was  made  [by  Sir  Hyde  Parker]  the  Signal 
Lieutenant  reported  it  to  Lord  Nelson.  He  continued  his  walk  and  did  not 
appear  to  take  notice  of  it.  The  lieutenant  meeting  his  lordship  at  the  next 
turn  asked  “  whether  he  should  repeat  it  ”  ?  Lord  Nelson  answered  “  No, 
acknowledge  it  !  ’’  [viz.  acknowledge  it  to  Parker.  To  “  repeat  ”  it  would 
be  to  hand  it  on  as  an  order  to  the  ships  under  Nelson’s  command].  On  the 
officer  returning  to  the  poop,  his  lordship  called  after  him  :  “Is  No.  16 
[for  Close  Action]  still  hoisted  ?  ”  The  lieutenant  answering  in  the  affirma¬ 
tive,  Lord  Nelson  said  :  “  Mind  you  keep  it  so.”  He  now  walked  the 
deck  considerably  agitated,  which  was  always  known  by  his  moving  the 
stump  of  his  right  arm.  After  a  turn  or  two,  he  said  to  me,  in  a  quick 
manner:  “  Do  you  know  what’s  shown  on  board  the  Commander-in-Chief  ? 
No.  39  1  ”  On  asking  him  what  that  meant,  he  answered  :  "  Why,  to  leave 
off  action  !  ”  “  Leave  off  action  !  ”  he  repeated,  and  then  added,  with  ashrug, 
“  Now  damn  me  if  I  do  !  ”  He  also  observed,  I  believe  to  Captain  Foley, 
"You  know,  Foley,  I  have  only  one  eye — I  have  a  right  to  be  blind  some¬ 
times.”  And  then,  with  an  archness  peculiar  to  his  character,  putting  the 
glass  to  his  blind  eye,  he  exclaimed  :  “  I  really  do  not  see  the  signal.” 

‘  This  remarkable  signal  was,  therefore,  only  acknowledged  on  board  the 
Elephant,  not  repeated.’ 
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breathed  that  new  spirit  and  is  worthy  to  be  remembered  with 
Sir  Philip  Sidney’s  refusal  of  the  cup  of  water :  ‘  What  is  it 
you  are  placing  under  my  head  ?  ’  he  asked.  ‘  Only  a  soldier’s 
blanket,’  was  the  reply.  ‘  Only  a  soldier’s  blanket !  A  soldier’s 
blanket  is  of  great  consequence;  you  must  send  me  the  name 
of  the  soldier,  that  it  may  be  returned  to  him.’ 

Having  seen  the  French  out  of  Egypt  we  had  no  wish  to 
stay  there  ourselves.  We  had  already  one  Eastern  Empire  in 
India,  and  the  route  to  it  in  those  days  lay,  not  by  the  Suez 
Canal  still  undug,  but  by  six  months’  sail  round  the  Cape  of 
Good  Hope.  The  Cape,  though  given  back  to  Holland  at  the 
Treaty  of  Amiens,  was  taken  again  for  good  in  1806,  largely 
to  secure  the  route  to  India  from  the  attacks  of  France  and 
her  vassals.1 


CHAPTER  VI 

Ireland,  1782-1800 — Grattan — The  United  Irishmen — The  ‘  ninety-eight’ — 
The  Union — End  of  Pitt’s  long  Ministry — India  under  Cornwallis  and 
Wellesley. 

Throughout  the  war  with  the  French  Republic,  England  had 
been  hampered  by  her  ‘  broken  arm.’ 

Few  countries  of  the  ancien  regime  had  been  more  actively 
misgoverned  than  Ireland.  In  the  seventeenth  century  the 
natural  leaders  of  the  Catholic  Celts  had  been  destroyed  as  a 
class,  and  their  lands  given  to  a  garrison  of  alien  landlords. 
The  priests  had  stepped  into  the  vacant  place  prepared  for 
them  by  Protestant  statesmanship,  as  leaders  of  the  oppressed 
and  friendless  peasantry.  In  the  latter  half  of  the  eighteenth 
century,  the  fiercer  parts  of  the  Penal  Laws  against  Catholics, 
unsuited  to  the  spirit  of  a  latitudinarian  age,  became  obsolete 
and  were  repealed.  But  Protestant  ascendancy  remained  un¬ 
impaired.  The  gates  of  political  power  were  still  closed  on  the 
Catholic,  and  the  peasant  tilled  the  soil  to  pay  tithes  to  an  alien 
Church,  and  rent  to  an  alien  squirearchy. 

In  such  circumstances,  it  might  have  been  expected  that 

1  It  is  an  interesting  fact  that  2000  Indian  sepoys  were  sent  to  Egypt 
to  help  Abercromby  to  fight  the  French  there.  They  arrived  just  too  late 
for  the  battle  of  Alexandria.  This  occurred  seventy-seven  years  before  the 
immense  excitement  caused  by  Lord  Beaconsfield  bringing  7000  Indian 
troops  as  far  as  Malta,  for  a  possible  Russian  war. 
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the  Churches  of  the  Protestant  Minority  would  have  been 
closely  united  at  heart  with  each  other  and  with  Great  Britain. 
But  such  was  not  the  case.  The  Presbyterians,  the  strongest 
body  in  Protestant  Ulster,  were,  until  1780,  excluded  by  the 
Test  Act  from  political  power  and  from  all  the  privileges  of  the 
governing  oligarchy.  Meanwhile  the  whole  body  of  the  inhabi¬ 
tants  of  Ireland  were  treated  as  economic  helots  by  the  British 
Parliament.  Irish  industries,  mainly  Protestant,  were  crushed 
out  by  laws  dictated  by  English  commercial  jealousy.  Many 
thousands  of  Ulster  Protestants  had  sought  refuge  in  North 
America,  and  found  there  revenge  on  the  country  that  had  so 
ill  repaid  their  services. 

The  Saxon  re-conquest  under  William  III  broke  the  spirit 
of  the  native  Irish  for  three  generations.  During  the  Marl¬ 
borough  wars  and  the  British  rebellions  of  1715  and  17457 
the  enemies  of  England  could  make  nothing  out  of  Ireland’s 
apathetic  despair.  Only  in  the  last  quarter  of  the  century  did 
she  begin  to  feel  *  fire  in  her  ashes.’ 

The  national  revolt  originated  among  Protestants.  It  was 
they  who  first  called  on  Irishmen,  irrespective  of  creed,  to  unite 
against  English  commercial  tyranny  and  against  the  political 
and  religious  despotism  of  the  clique  in  Dublin  Castle  who  ruled 
in  the  name  of  England.  This  movement,  though  popular 
among  the  fierce  Presbyterians  of  the  North,  found  its  leader 
in  the  temperate  and  enlightened  genius  of  Grattan.  If  liberal 
statesmanship  from  Westminster  had  met  him  half-way,  the 
Irish  problem  might  have  been  started  on  the  road  to  solution 
before  the  Catholics  had  become  disloyal,  before  the  Orange 
Lodges  had  been  founded  and  before  the  fires  of  fanaticism 
had  been  kindled  on  both  sides.  Irish  history  from  1782  to 
1801  is  the  history  of  England’s  first  failure  to  know  her 
appointed  hour. 

1778-  During  the  war  of  the  American  Revolution,  ‘  England’s 

1782  difficulty  had  been  Ireland’s  opportunity.’  The  defence  of 
Ireland  against  France  had  been  undertaken  by  an  army  of 
Volunteers,  at  first  entirely  Protestants,  but  enthusiastically  sup¬ 
ported  by  the  Catholics.  Under  the  leadership  of  Grattan,  the 
Volunteers  exacted  from  England  the  abolition  of  Ireland’s 
commercial  disabilities,  and  the  nominal  independence  of  her 
Parliament  from  English  control.  She  thus  secured  free  mar¬ 
kets  for  her  goods,  but  she  did  not  in  fact  secure  self-govern¬ 
ment.  For  the  oligarchy  in  Dublin  Castle,  nominated  from 


IOI 


GRATTAN 

Westminster,  continued  to  govern  the  island  and  to  manipu¬ 
late  the  Dublin  Parliament  through  its  rotten  boroughs.  The 
patriots  saw  that  only  a  Reform  Bill  could  secure  the  independ¬ 
ence  even  of  Protestant  Ireland.  And  the  Catholic  majority  was 
still  excluded  from  voting  or  sitting  in  the  national  Parliament. 

Any  time  in  the  decade  following  1782,  a  Reform  Bill, 
Catholic  Emancipation,  and  the  payment  of  the  Catholic  priests 
by  the  Government  would  have  diverted  the  whole  history  of 
Ireland  into  happier  channels.  The  attitude  of  eighteenth- 
century  latitudinarianism  still  prevailed.1  The  control  exercised 
by  the  Catholic  priest  over  the  laity  was  comparatively  lax  and 
he  had  not  yet  taken  to  politics.  Politically,  the  two  creeds  were 
divided  only  by  the  fragile  barrier  of  Catholic  disabilities.  The 
island  was  not  yet  cleft  in  two  by  Orangeism  and  Catholic  dis¬ 
loyalty.  The  popular  movement  was  towards  Grattan’s  recon¬ 
ciliation  of  creeds  and  races  in  a  common  Irish  patriotism.  It 
was  against  this  reconciliation  that  Dublin  Castle  plotted  suc¬ 
cessfully,  and  Pitt,  though  he  more  nearly  agreed  with  Grattan, 
allowed  the  plot  to  succeed.  It  proved  impossible  for  the  head 
of  the  Tory  and  Royalist  party  in  England  to  carry  out  a  policy 
of  reform  and  emancipation  in  Ireland. 

In  1793  a  step  was  taken  in  the  right  direction,  when  the 
Irish  Parliament  repealed  another  batch  of  the  Penal  Laws 
and  gave  the  electoral  vote  to  the  Catholics,  who  were  still  how¬ 
ever  prevented  from  sitting  in  Parliament.  The  concession  was 
too  small,  and  came  too  late,  for  the  French  Revolution  was 
on  the  point  of  evoking  fiercer  passions  and  wilder  hopes. 

Yet  the  first  effect  of  the  heightening  of  passion  by  the 
events  in  France  was  not  to  set  creed  against  creed.  The 
‘  United  Irishmen,’  as  their  name  implied,  sought  to  combine 
all  creeds.  The  Republicanism  of  their  first  leaders  was  a  blend 
of  new  American  and  French,  with  old  Puritan  ideals.  Their 
hatred  of  England  tended  at  least  to  Irish  unity,  which  con¬ 
cessions  in  the  spirit  of  Grattan  might  still  have  guided  back 
into  the  paths  of  loyalty  and  peace. 

At  this  stage,  when  all  hung  in  the  balance,  occurred  the 
decisive  episode  of  Lord  Fitzwilliam.  That  nobleman,  one  of 
the  Portland  Whigs  who  had  recently  rallied  to  Pitt’s  Govern¬ 
ment,  held  strongly  Liberal  views  about  Ireland,  He  was 
sent  there  as  Viceroy  without  a  clear  previous  understanding 

1  Wesley  had  not  had  much  success  with  his  mission  in  Ireland.  But  the 
Catholics  had  come  in  crowds  to  listen  to  him  1 


Jan- 

March 

1795 


102  IRELAND 

as  to  the  policy  he  should  pursue.  If  Pitt  had  been  negli¬ 
gent,  Fitzwilliam  was  rash.  He  began  to  clear  out  the  ‘  Castle 
gang  ’  from  the  Government  posts  which  they  monopolised, 
and  expressed  himself  in  favour  of  immediate  Catholic  Eman¬ 
cipation.  This  policy,  however  right  it  may  have  been,  was 
not  that  of  the  home  government.  Fitzwilliam  was  recalled, 
and  his  recall  was  held  by  the  Catholics  and  the  United  Irish¬ 
men  to  signify  that  the  constitutional  channel  to  reform  was 
closed.  Submission  or  rebellion  were  the  alternatives  offered. 

For  the  next  three  years,  the  drift  to  rebellion  was  gradual, 
through  anarchy  and  agrarian  crime.  And  before  rebellion 
came  to  a  head,  the  breach  between  the  two  creeds  had  been 
reopened.  In  parts  of  Ulster,  where  Protestants  and  Catholics 
tilled  their  farms  side  by  side,  mutual  outrages  began,  and  in 
the  absence  of  any  controlling  force,  degenerated  into  a  state 
of  local  warfare  of  a  peculiarly  horrible  kind.  It  was  now  that 
the  Orange  Lodges  were  founded  to  combat  the  Catholic 
‘  Defenders.’  England  could  not  send  the  troops  to  keep  order 
— they  were  dying  of  fever  in  the  West  Indies — so  Govern¬ 
ment  was  fain  to  employ  as  umpires  the  Protestant  Yeomanry 
and  Orangemen,  who  were  parties  to  the  quarrel.  This 
shocking  necessity  favoured  the  policy  of  the  ‘  Castle  ’  and  of 
those  whose  object  it  was  to  foster  the  religious  strife,  on  the 
principle  of  divide  et  impera.  The  Viceroy,  Lord  Cornwallis, 
who  held  enlightened  views,  wrote  in  September  1798  ‘  Re¬ 
ligious  animosities  increase,  and,  I  am  sorry  to  say,  are  en¬ 
couraged  by  the  foolish  violence  of  all  the  principal  persons  who 
have  been  in  the  habit  of  governing  this  island.’ 

The  French  greatly  added  to  the  trouble.  Their  fleet, 
carrying  Hoche  and  15,000  soldiers,  appeared  in  Bantry  Bay, 
but  failed  to  land.  If  they  had  landed,  there  was  no  force 
sufficient  to  prevent  their  conquest  of  the  island.1  It  was  the 
Lrench  promises,  and  the  apparent  likelihood  of  their  fulfil¬ 
ment,  that  wedded  the  leaders  of  the  United  Irishmen,  Wolfe 
T one  and  Lord  Edward  Fitzgerald,  to  the  fatal  policy  of  waging 
a  Republican  war  on  the  British  Empire.  They  hoped  by  that 
means  to  unite  the  creeds,  but  in  fact  they  divided  them  afresh 
by  a  blood-feud  that  revived  the  fast  fading  traditions  of  Crom¬ 
well  and  the  Boyne. 

1  In  Aug. -Sept.  1798,  after  the  Rebellion  had  been  put  down,  a  small 
force  of  about  a  thousand  French  landed,  routed  an  immensely  superior 
force  of  militia  at  the  ‘  Castlebar  races,’  and  were  at  length  reduced  by  forces 
ten  times  their  number. 
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The  danger  to  the  ungarrisoned  island  from  French  inva¬ 
sion  rallied  to  Government  all  Protestants  who  were  not  serious 
in  their  hatred  of  the  British  connection.  Fear  of  French  con¬ 
quest  inspired  the  panic-stricken  cruelties  of  the  Protestant 
Yeomanry,  to  whom  was  entrusted  the  task  of  disarming  the 
Catholic  peasants.  The  search  for  arms  was  conducted  by 
flogging,  torture,  murder  and  loot.  Sir  Ralph  Abercromby, 
commanding  the  British  forces  in  Ireland,  officially  denounced 
their  cruelty  and  indiscipline.  In  this  way  the  passively  disloyal 
districts  of  the  South  were  goaded  into  the  Rebellion  of  1798. 

The  ‘  ninety-eight  ’  was  a  local  religious  rising  led  by 
priests.  This  character,  and  the  murders  and  atrocities  that 
stained  it,  rallied  the  last  Presbyterian  farmers  from  the  cause 
of  United  Ireland  to  the  ‘  Orange  ’  tradition.  The  sentimental 
feud  that  still  divides  Ireland  had  come  into  being  as  the  re¬ 
sult  of  these  events,  arousing  from  sleep  old  memories  and  in¬ 
stincts.  The  storming  of  the  rebel  camp  at  Vinegar  Hill  was  June 
the  decisive  action  of  the  brief  and  irregular  war.  1798 

The  prostration  that  followed  the  ‘  ninety-eight  ’  offered 
one  last  opportunity  to  peacemakers.  Pitt  now  applied  him¬ 
self  to  the  main  problems  of  Ireland,  which  he  had  so  long 
neglected.  His  great  design  was  a  Parliamentary  union  of  the 
two  islands,  accompanied  by  Catholic  Emancipation  (that  is,  the 
admission  of  Catholics  to  sit  in  Parliament),  the  commutation  of 
tithes  and  the  payment  of  the  Irish  priests.  It  could  scarcely  have 
been  a  permanent  solution  of  the  Irish  question,  but  it  might 
have  been  the  best  way  to  repair  provisionally  the  terrible  mis¬ 
chief  of  the  last  half-dozen  years.  But  what  he  actually  accom¬ 
plished,  the  destruction  of  the  Irish  Parliament  without  the 
smallest  concession  to  the  Catholics,  left  matters  worse  than 
before. 

The  Union  was  carried,  partly  by  buying  the  borough-  1800 
owners  of  the  Dublin  Parliament,  partly  by  securing  the  ac¬ 
quiescence  of  the  Catholics  with  the  promise  of  their  eman¬ 
cipation  to  follow.  It  never  occurred  to  Pitt  to  find  out  in 
advance  whether  he  would  be  in  a  position  to  redeem  this 
pledge  which  his  agents  were  allowed  to  make.  Pie  never  con¬ 
sulted  George  III  beforehand,  or  seriously  tried  to  overcome 
his  resistance  when  he  found,  too  late,  that  his  master  was 
violently  opposed  to  Catholic  Emancipation.  Pitt  salved  his  Feb. 
own  conscience  by  resigning  in  favour  of  his  anti-Catholic 
friend,  Addington.  But  then,  in  a  fit  of  generosity  at  other 
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people’s  expense,  he  took  the  fatal  step  of  promising  the  half- 
mad  King  that  he  would  never  move  the  Catholic  question 
again  so  long  as  the  King  lived.  The  age  of  chivalry  was  not 
dead.  George’s  wishes  mattered  more  than  the  wishes  of  Ire¬ 
land,  and  his  health  more  than  the  health  of  the  whole  Empire. 

The  net  result  of  these  transactions  was  that  the  Catholic 
body  in  Ireland  regarded  themselves  as  the  victims  of  a  fraud. 
The  position  in  which  they  were  left  by  the  Union  was  without 
hope,  because  the  British  Parliament  and  people  were  more 
obstinately  opposed  to  Catholic  Emancipation  than  the  Irish 
had  been.  George  III  had  taken  what  was,  in  England,  the 
popular  line.  The  Tories,  in  the  generation  after  Pitt’s  death, 
found  in  ‘  No-Popery  ’  the  best  antidote  to  their  own  increasing 
unpopularity,  and  a  fine  election  cry  against  Whigs  and  Radi¬ 
cals.  So  the  Union,  instead  of  being  the  road  to  Emancipation, 
put  it  off  till  the  Greek  Calends.  It  might  yet  be  extorted,  but 
it  would  not  be  conceded. 

Pitt  had  also  designed  another  measure  which,  at  that 
epoch,  would  have  done  as  much  as  Catholic  Emancipation 
itself  to  remove  Irish  disloyalty.  He  had  intended  to  give  a 
Government  grant  to  the  priests.  The  bishops  in  those  days 
were  ready  to  accept  the  arrangement,  and  it  would  have  estab¬ 
lished  a  relation  between  the  priesthood  and  the  Government 
which  might  have  gone  far  to  alter  the  trend  of  Irish  affairs. 
But  Pitt  abandoned  this  part  also  of  his  plan.  The  Irish 
Catholic  world  found  itself  once  more  as  completely  isolated 
as  it  had  been  in  the  middle  of  the  eighteenth  century.  Pres¬ 
byterian  sympathy  had  curdled  into  Orange  hatred.  Govern¬ 
ment  promises  had  been  broken.  Nothing  more  was  to  be 
hoped  from  Protestants  or  from  Englishmen.  At  the  Union 
the  Catholics  were  barred  out  of  the  new  Constitution  to  shift 
for  themselves.  These  conditions  nursed  into  active  life  that 
peculiar  blend  of  Irish  Catholicism  and  Irish  democracy,  pro¬ 
foundly  antagonistic  to  England,  which  remained  for  the  next 
hundred  years  the  governing  fact  of  Irish  politics.  Yet  its  two 
great  leaders  in  the  nineteenth  century — O’Connell  and  Parnell 
— were  both  men  of  a  certain  moderation,  prepared  to  come  to 
terms  with  England  inside  the  bounds  of  the  British  Empire. 
It  was  not  until  the  German  War  of  our  own  day  engendered 
passions  and  policies  as  heated  as  those  bred  by  the  War  of  the 
French  Revolution,  that  the  militant  Republicanism  of  Wolfe 
T.  one  and  the  U  nited  Irishmen  was  revived  on  an  extensive  scale. 
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While  the  First  Consul,  at  the  glowing  furnace  of  his 
brain,  was  forging  the  framework  of  modern  France,  a  few 
hundred  Englishmen,  out  of  their  practical  experience,  were 
more  slowly  doing  the  like  for  modern  India.  One,  indeed,  of 
these  Englishmen,  Richard,  Marquis  Wellesley,  elder  brother 
of  Arthur  Wellesley,  Duke  of  Wellington,  had  in  him  a  touch 
of  the  Napoleonic  that  considerably  quickened  the  pace. 

As  a  consequence  of  Pitt’s  Indian  legislation,1  his  two  great 
Governors-General,  Lords  Cornwallis  and  Wellesley,  had  many 
advantages  over  their  predecessor,  Warren  Hastings.  He  had 
been  hampered  by  the  Council  in  Calcutta.  They  held  absolute 
authority  in  the  Company’s  territories.  Hastings  had  been  de¬ 
pendent  on  the  timid  commercialism  of  the  Directors  at  home, 
and  on  the  whims  of  a  Parliament  only  half  responsible  for  India 
and  therefore  more  concerned  to  criticise  than  to  help.  Corn¬ 
wallis  and  Wellesley  were  strengthened  by  the  firm  and  intelli¬ 
gent  support  of  Pitt  and  Dundas,  representing  Parliament  and 
overruling  the  Directors. 

Cornwallis  completed  the  internal  work  of  Hastings,  bring¬ 
ing  order  out  of  chaos,  and  fixing  the  taxation  and  adminis¬ 
tration  of  Bengal  as  the  example  for  all  provinces  subsequently 
acquired.  Under  Cornwallis  and  his  successors  there  grew 
up  in  British  territory  a  sense,  novel  in  India,  of  security 
from  outside  attack  and  from  the  grosser  forms  of  domestic 
oppression.  In  the  epoch  when  this  was  all  that  we  had  to  give, 
it  was  enough  to  make  our  rule  welcome  to  people  to  whom 
the  yet  more  seductive  idea  of  self-government  was  unknown 
either  in  theory  or  experience.  Western  education  and  Western 
ideas  had  not  yet  begun  to  penetrate. 

The  unforeseen  and  unintended  union,  in  a  permanent 
political  relation,  of  two  distant  and  dissimilar  branches  of  the 
human  family,  was  becoming  an  accomplished  fact.  It  was 
initiated  by  men  who,  unlike  the  Anglo-Indians  of  later  times, 
were  divided  by  six  months’  voyage  from  their  mother  country, 
had  few  home  ties,  got  little  home  news,  and  who  in  many  cases 
had  not  European  wives  and  saw  but  little  European  society. 
Their  sports  were  in  the  jungle  rather  than  on  the  polo  ground 
and  the  tennis-court.  For  daily  interests  and  for  human  inter¬ 
course  they  were  forced  into  relation  with  the  Indians,  and  in 
the  political  conditions  of  that  epoch  there  were  many  with 
whom  they  had  to  deal  as  equals.  One  famous  British  Resident 

1  See  pp.  49-5°,  above. 
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at  a  native  Court  married  the  niece  of  the  ruler  to  whom  he 
was  accredited.  Doubtless  there  were  inferior  men  like  Jos 
Sedley,  but  the  better  type  of  Anglo-Indian  in  the  first  decades 
of  the  century  studied  India  closely  and  to  good  purpose,  be¬ 
cause  he  was  fixed  there  in  isolation  from  his  own  country,  and 
with  nothing  else  to  do. 

Although  the  extension  of  the  Pax  Britannica  throughout 
all  Hindoostan  was  a  work  only  completed  shortly  before  the 
Mutiny,  the  decisive  steps  in  the  process  of  expansion  were 
taken  in  the  last  years  of  Pitt’s  life.  The  device,  occasionally 
adopted  by  Clive  and  Warren  Hastings,  of  ‘  subsidiary  treaties  ’ 
with  protected  native  States,  was  turned  by  Wellesley  into  a 
permanent  and  universally  applicable  policy  for  securing  the 
British  position  in  India. 

1798-  During  Wellesley’s  Governor-Generalship  the  system  of 

1805  ‘  subsidiary  treaties  ’  was  developed  on  these  lines : — a  ruler 

whom  the  British  Government  guaranteed  against  attack  by 
his  neighbours,  would  make  a  money  payment,  and  the  English 
in  return  would  raise,  train  and  command  an  equivalent  num¬ 
ber  of  sepoys  to  defend  him,  while  he  kept  the  internal  adminis¬ 
tration  of  the  State  in  his  own  hands.  The  leading  instance  of 
this  system  was  Hyderabad,  which  still  remains  a  ‘  native 
State.’  Hyderabad  was  being  ground  to  pieces  between  its  war¬ 
like  neighbours.  On  the  south  was  Mysore,  governed  by  the 
fanatical  Moslem  Sultan,  Tippoo,  while  to  the  north  and  west 
lay  the  Hindoo  chiefs  of  the  Maratha  confederacy.1  The  defeat 
of  these  two  common  enemies  of  Hyderabad  and  of  Britain 
was  the  great  work  of  Marquis  Wellesley,  which  left  England 
the  paramount  power  in  the  Peninsula. 

1799  After  the  death  of  England’s  bitterest  foe,  ‘  Tippoo  Sahib,’ 
sabre  in  hand,  at  the  storming  of  his  capital  Seringapatam,  the 
remnant  of  Mysore,  stripped  of  its  outlying  territories,  was 
given  back  to  the  original  Hindoo  dynasty,  and  is  a  ‘  native 
State  ’  to-day. 

Both  Tippoo  and  the  Maratha  chiefs  were  lured  to  de¬ 
struction  by  hopes  of  French  aid.  The  arrival  of  Bonaparte  in 
Egypt,  confessedly  as  a  half-way  house  to  India,  excited  in  the 
more  ambitious  of  the  Moslem  and  Hindoo  warriors  the  expec¬ 
tation  of  driving  the  English  into  the  sea.  French  officers 
drilled  their  armies  in  the  European  fashion,  and  helped  them 
to  obtain  an  efficient  artillery.  The  Marathas  ceased  to  rely  on 

1  See  maps,  pp.  310-3x1,  below. 
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their  natural  strength,  the  swarms  of  mounted  spearmen,  apt 
in  guerilla  warfare,  who  had  ridden  ravaging  over  all  India 
between  the  banks  of  the  Indus  and  the  fortifications  of  Cal¬ 
cutta  and  Madras.  In  this  later  epoch  they  put  their  trust  in 
an  army  on  the  European  model.  Whether  this  change  did 
most  to  increase  or  diminish  their  ultimate  power  of  resistance 
to  the  British,  is  a  question  which  it  is  hard  to  determine.  The 
new  force  was  more  formidable  for  the  conquest  of  other 
native  States,  and  could  put  up  a  much  stouter  resistance  before 
being  defeated  by  General  Sir  Arthur  Wellesley  at  battles  like  1803 
Assaye.  But  it  was  hampered  in  its  movements  by  artillery  and 
by  the  requirements  of  regular  troops,  and  when  it  was  once 
overthrown  and  dispersed,  could  not  be  replaced  as  easily  as 
the  ‘  Maratha  hordes  *  of  old.1  In  spite  of  the  European  fashion 
of  their  armies,  the  Marathas  were  conquered.  The  strife 
between  the  warrior  chiefs  of  their  confederacy,  like  Holkar 
and  Sindia,  helped  the  Wellesley  brothers  in  the  difficult  task 
of  bringing  Central  India  under  British  control  with  small 
forces,  operating  over  immense  tracts  of  territory  before  the 
days  of  the  railway. 

The  great  Governor-General  had  the  impatience  and  the 
autocratic  temper  that  often  accompanies  real  genius  not  quite 
of  the  first  order — an  impatience  that  combined  with  his  ‘  cross- 
bench  ’  views  to  disable  him,  after  his  return  to  Europe  in 
1806,  from  rendering  public  services  worthy  of  his  Indian 
achievements.2  When,  during  his  Governor-Generalship,  the 
Directors  used  to  protest  against  Wellesley’s  policy  and  the 
fresh  wars  in  which  it  involved  the  Company,  he  would  write 
home  in  his  letters  to  Ministers  of  the  ‘  pack  of  narrow-minded 
old  women  ’  in  ‘  the  most  loathsome  den  of  the  India  House.’ 

Pitt  had  supported  his  friend’s  forward  policy,  though  not 
wholly  without  misgiving.  But  after  Wellesley’s  return  to 
Europe,  which  coincided  with  Pitt’s  death,  there  was  a  period 
of  retrogression.  Again,  as  in  the  years  preceding  his  arrival 

1  Sir  Alfred  Lyall,  in  condemning  the  change  in  Maratha  and  Sikh  military 
methods,  points  out  that  if  the  Boers  and  Afghans,  in  their  wars  with  the 
British  Empire,  had  abandoned  their  native  tactics,  and  had  attempted  to 
meet  us  with  armies  trained  on  the  European  model,  their  resistance  would 
have  been  less  protracted  and  formidable.  How  far  these  analogies  are 
applicable  to  the  cases  of  the  Marathas  and  Sikhs  I  have  not  sufficient  know¬ 
ledge  to  determine.  Authorities  differ  in  opinion. 

2  Wellesley’s  best  work,  after  his  return  to  Europe,  was  his  impartial 
administration  of  Ireland  as  Viceroy,  1821-8.  He  died  in  1842,  after  having 
held  office  in  Grey’s  Reform  Bill  Ministry. 
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in  India,  an  attempt  was  made  to  limit  the  area  and  obligations 
of  the  subsidiary  treaties.  But  whenever  the  cautious  policy  of 
the  Directors  was  given  a  trial,  experience  soon  proved  it  to 
be  impossible.  In  a  country  where,  to  use  Wellington’s  phrase, 
‘  no  such  thing  as  a  frontier  really  existed,’  we  could  not,  with 
the  best  will  in  the  world,  obtain  peace  and  security  even  for 
our  own  territories,  until  we  had  brought  every  State  in  the 
Peninsula  into  a  fixed  relation  to  our  power,  acknowledged  as 
paramount. 


CHAPTER  VII 

The  Napoleonic  struggle,  I.,  1803-1807 — British  parties — The  war  renewed 
— The  Trafalgar  campaign— Deaths  of  Pitt  and  Fox— Their  successors 
— Tilsit — Napoleon  and  Nationality. 

The  Napoleonic  war  (1 803-1 5)  that  followed  the  brief  interval 
of  the  Peace  of  Amiens,  was  for  us  a  war  waged  in  self-defence, 
to  prevent  the  systematic  subordination  of  Europe  to  a  vigorous 
military  despotism  sworn  to  our  destruction.  A  few  months  at 
the  Foreign  Office  in  1806  and  an  attempt  to  treat  with  our 
adversary  for  peace,  made  this  clear  even  to  Fox,  who  had  been 
till  then  singularly  blind  to  the  real  character  of  Bonaparte.. 
But  the  Whigs  were  only  enthusiastic  for  the  war  by  fits  and 
starts.  The  honour  of  beating  Napoleon  fell  as  clearly  to  the 
Tories,  as  the  honour  of  beating  Louis  XIV  had  fallen  to  the 
Whigs. 

From  1793  to  1830  the  Whigs  were  almost  as  powerless 
in  Opposition  as  the  Tories  had  been  under  the  first  two  kings 
of  the  House  of  Hanover.  They  were  not  only  in  a  miserable 
minority  in  Parliament,  but  in  the  country  they  were  no  longer  at 
the  head  of  any  powerful  popular  movement.  During  the  last 
years  of  the  eighteenth  century,  Fox  and  Grey  had  continued 
to  protest  against  Pitt’s  coercion  bills  and  the  suppression  of 
press  and  platform,  and  to  introduce  motions  for  Reform,  cul- 
1797  minating  in  Charles  Grey’s  plan  for  household  suffrage,  for 
which  unpopular  proposal  they  mustered  91  votes  in  the  House 
of  Commons,  while  in  the  Lords  the  Foxites  could  be  counted 
on  the  fingers  of  two  hands.  These  hundred  gentlemen,  who 
foregathered  at  the  most  fashionable  club  in  London,  were 
able  to  profess  democracy  in  the  days  of  its  darkest  disrepute, 
just  because  they  themselves  were  so  unquestionably  arista- 
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crats.  Neither  their  constituents,  when  they  had  any,  nor  the 
world  of  parsons  aixd  squires,  still  less  the  middle  class,  could 
exert  over  them  political  or  social  pressure,  or  counteract  the 
influence  of  Brooks’s.  They  continued  to  regard  omnipotent 
Toryism  as  unfashionable,  and  Pitt’s  new  peerage  as  slightly 
vulgar.1 

After  nailing  the  flag  of  Reform  to  the  mast,  the  Whigs 
proceeded  to  desert  the  ship.  Grey’s  Reform  motion  was  fol¬ 
lowed  by  his  ‘  secession  ’  from  Parliament,  in  which  he  induced 
Fox  to  join.  The  motive  was  mingled  indolence  and  despair. 
The  denizens  of  Brooks’s  Club  retired  to  their  country  homes 
to  forget  the  ills  of  the  world  in  the  best  of  company,  living  and 
dead — Charles  Fox,  the  Greek  and  Latin  writers,  and  the 
English  and  Italian  poets.  Conscious  that  they  had  little  sup¬ 
port  in  the  country  and  that  that  little  was  silenced  by  Pitt’s 
gagging  bills,  they  regarded  their  work  in  Parliament  as  use¬ 
less.  They  failed  to  consider  that  if  liberty  of  speech  had  been 
put  down  everywhere  else,  it  was  all  the  more  incumbent  on 
them  to  make  the  voice  of  liberty  heard  in  the  only  place  where 
she  was  allowed  to  speak.  The  full  reporting  of  Parliamentary 
debates  in  the  newspapers,  which  had  recently  been  established 
as  a  most  valuable  part  of  constitutional  custom,  had  been  left 
untouched  by  the  anti-Jacobin  repression.  But  during  several 
important  years  the  Opposition,  by  absenting  themselves  from 
Parliament,  failed  to  turn  to  account  this  one  remaining  check 
on  governmental  tyranny.  It  was  during  the  ‘  secession  ’  of 
the  Whigs  that  Englishmen  were  kept  in  prison  for  years 
without  trial,  on  the  principle  of  the  old  French  lettres  de  cachet . 
During  the  same  period  Pitt  would,  but  for  Wilberforce’s  per¬ 
sonal  remonstrance  on  behalf  of  the  Dissenters,  have  seriously 
modified  the  Act  of  Toleration.2  No  printer  dared  to  publish 
even  the  most  moderate  Reform  pamphlet.  And  these  years  of 
blackest  eclipse  of  our  domestic  liberties  in  England  were  the 
years  of  the  Irish  tragedy.3 

With  the  opening  of  the  new  century,  the  Foxites  crept 

1  Pitt  was  said  to  have  introduced  into  our  Constitution  the  anti-aristo¬ 
cratic  principle  that  ‘  everyone  who  had  ten  thousand  a  year  ought  to  be  a 
Peer  ’  !  The  possession  of  a  couple  of  rotten  boroughs  established  an  equally 
good  claim. 

2  See  p.  53,  above. 

3  Even  during  their  secession  the  Foxite  Whigs  came  up  to  Parliament 
to  protest  against  the  maladministration  that  brought  on  the  ‘  ninety- 
eight,’  and  against  the  Act  of  Union. 
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back  one  by  one  to  their  places  in  Parliament.  On  Pitt’s 
resignation,  personal  issues  broke  up  the  anti-Jacobin  phalanx 
into  a  number  of  conflicting  factions.  The  value  of  the  Foxites 
rose,  as  possible  allies  among  a  number  of  mutually  hostile 
Tory  groups.  There  was  some  relaxation  in  the  persecution 
of  liberal  opinion  in  the  country.  Pitt’s  successor,  Addington, 
was  too  weak  in  Parliament  to  keep  people  in  prison  without 
trial.  And  Reform  pamphlets  were  again  occasionally  to  be 
seen  on  the  bookstalls. 

Nevertheless,  the  Reform  movement  as  a  serious  issue  had 
been  suppressed  for  years  to  come.  England  had  reached 
what  Fox  called  ‘  the  euthanasia  of  politics,’  entire  apathy  on 
domestic  questions  and  acquiescence  in  the  existing  regime. 
This  was  perpetuated  by  the  concentration  of  the  national 
thought  on  the  Napoleonic  struggle. 

At  the  end  of  the  war  with  the  French  Republic,  such  was 
the  desire  for  peace  that  the  Treaty  of  Amiens,  though  highly 
advantageous  to  France,  was  greeted  with  enthusiasm  in  Eng¬ 
land,  before  its  implications  were  understood.  When  the  first 
official  representative  of  Bonaparte  arrived  in  London,  his 
carriage  was  drawn  through  the  streets  by  a  crowd  cheering 
for  peace.  Not  only  Fox  but  many  who  had  kindled  to  Burke’s 
alarms,  now  swarmed  over  to  France  in  the  Dover  packet, 
stared  in  good-natured  wonder  at  the  military  pomps  of  Paris 
and  waited  round  corners  to  catch  a  glimpse  of  the  First  Consul. 
There  was  no  race  hatred  of  the  French.  The  crusading  wrath 
of  1793  had  died  out.  The  ‘  French  cannibals  ’  had  fought 
surprisingly  fair,  and  the  war  had  left  us  no  bitter  memories. 
The  English  were  ready  to  accept  the  new  form  of  French 
government  on  equal  terms. 

But  the  First  Consul  soon  made  it  clear  that  he  had  not 
come  into  the  world  to  live  on  equal  terms  with  anyone.  By 
his  reading  of  the  Treaty  of  Amiens,  we  were  to  be  excluded 
from  all  further  interference  on  the  Continent,  while  he  was 
to  be  at  liberty  to  push  on  annexation  after  annexation  in  Italy, 
Switzerland,  Holland,  and  to  parcel  out  the  lands  beyond  the 
Rhine  among  his  obsequious  vassals,  the  German  princes.  We 
on  the  other  hand  regarded  the  Treaty  of  Amiens  as  fixing  the 
utmost  limits  of  his  power,  at  the  dangerously  large  latitude 
of  the  Netherlands  and  the  Rhine.  We  had  agreed  to  a  settle¬ 
ment  of  Europe  which  we  thought  it  our  business  to  see 
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observed,  while  he  held  that  we  had  retired  beaten  from  high 
politics,  to  console  ourselves  with  the  pursuits  of  a  nation 
of  shopkeepers.  When  Addington  protested,  Napoleon  was 
merely  contemptuous,  for  Englishmen  had  set  foreigners  the 
example  of  despising  their  own  Prime  Minister.  With  Pitt 
in  office,  there  would  have  been  little  chance  of  avoiding  war; 
with  Addington  there  was  none. 

After  one  year,  the  peace  of  Amiens  came  to  an  end.  We 
were  bound,  even  at  the  price  of  war,  to  resist  the  absorption 
of  Europe  by  Napoleon.  But  it  was  a  point  of  dispute  whether 
we  were  wise  to  make  our  protest  by  refusing  to  give  up  Malta 
to  a  neutral  in  accordance  with  the  treaty  we  had  signed,  since 
we  could  with  our  sea-power  have  easily  controlled  the  fate  of 
the  island  in  case  of  war  breaking  out.  The  quarrel,  on  the 
main  causes  of  which  we  were  in  the  right,  was  brought  to  a 
head  by  the  First  Consul  on  the  issue  of  Malta  in  the  spring 
of  1803.  A  carefully  staged  scene  of  the  kind  he  loved,  when 
he  angrily  interpellated  the  British  Ambassador,  Lord  Whit¬ 
worth,  at  Josephine’s  evening  party,  announced  to  the  world 
that  a  struggle  to  the  death  was  coming  on  between  the  lord 
of  the  land  and  the  lords  of  the  sea. 

For  the  first  two  years  of  the  war,  Napoleon  had  no  enemy 
but  Britain.  His  Grand  Army  was  for  the  time  ‘  the  Army  of 
England,’  camped  on  the  cliffs  of  Boulogne,  ready  to  be 
shipped  across  the  Channel.  There  had  been  no  such  fear  in 
our  island  since  the  Armada.  In  tardy  obedience  to  the  popular 
voice,  Addington  was  replaced  by  Pitt.  But  the  ideal  wish  for 
a  coalition  of  national  defence  was  frustrated  by  George  III, 
whose  refusal  to  admit  Fox  prevented  the  Whigs  and  Gren- 
villites  from  joining  the  administration,  in  spite  of  Fox’s 
generous  entreaties  to  his  friends  to  go  in  without  him.  The 
whole  awful  burden  was  thrown  back  upon  Pitt,  already  sink¬ 
ing  to  the  grave.  The  King’s  motives  for  refusing  Fox  were 
personal  and  narrow,  yet  it  may  be  doubted  whether  in  fact 
Pitt  would  have  shared  real  power  with  anyone,  or  whether 
Dictatorship  in  war-time  is  best  exercised  by  two  Consuls. 
Would  Fox  have  agreed  to  the  main  feature  of  Pitt’s  policy, 
the  negotiating  of  the  Third  Coalition  which  drew  Russia  and 
Austria  into  the  field?  Fox  attacked  it  in  Opposition,  and  always 
maintained  that  the  outcome,  which  laid  Eastern  Europe  at 
Napoleon’s  feet,  fully  justified  his  predictions.  It  is  at  least 
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possible  that  he  would  have  refused  to  agree  to  it  if  he  had 
been  in  Office. 

But  before  the  Third  Coalition  came  upon  the  scene,  the 
naval  campaign  had  settled  the  practicability  of  the  invasion 
of  England.  It  is  called  in  history  the  *  campaign  of  Trafalgar,’ 
but  its  strategic  result  had  been  reached  three  months  before 
the  battle. 

The  French  had  five-and-thirty  ships  of  the  line,  divided 
between  Brest,  Toulon  and  Rochefort,  besides  fifteen  Spaniards 
in  Ferrol  and  Cadiz  after  Spain  had  joined  the  war  in  March 
i  Boy.  If  several  of  these  detachments  could  get  out  and  unite, 
they  might  hold  the  Channel  long  enough  for  a  part  at  least  of 
the  Grand  Army  to  cross,  and  do  what  damage  it  could  in 
England.  That  their  command  of  the  sea  would  be  more  than 
local  and  temporary  was  most  improbable.1 

Close  off  each  of  the  ports  where  the  enemy  ships  lay,  a 
detachment  of  British  men-of-war  beat  up  and  down  in  all 
weathers,  performing,  though  under  different  conditions,  the 
function  that  the  Grand  Fleet  performed  at  Scapa  Flow  during 
our  own  war :  they  lay  between  the  world  and  military  conquest. 
The  watch  off  Brest  was  the  more  easily  kept  because  the  home 
base  was  near  at  hand.  The  post  of  endurance  and  difficulty 
was  the  watch  off  Toulon,  based  merely  on  the  roadsteads  of 
Sardinia;  that  was  Nelson’s  post  for  two  years  of  unrelieved 
service.  Finally,  Villeneuve  had  his  chance  and  slipped  out 
from  Toulon,  leaving  Nelson  ignorant  where  he  had  gone. 
He  had  gone  to  the  West  Indies,  picking  up  six  Spanish  ships 
on  the  way.  In  the  West  Indies,  according  to  Napoleon’s  plan, 
Villeneuve  was  to  meet  the  Brest  fleet,  destroy  the  British 
interests  in  the  sugar  islands,  and  return  to  hold  the  Channel 
for  the  passage  of  the  Grand  Army.  But  the  Brest  fleet  re¬ 
mained  locked  up,  and  it  was  Nelson  who  crossed  the  Atlantic, 
not  on  certain  information  of  Villeneuve’s  course,  but  on  a  bold 
calculation  of  probabilities. 

The  Nile  and  Trafalgar  campaigns  have  the  same  general 
character,  though  the  arena  of  the  one  was  the  Mediterranean, 
of  the  other  the  broad  Atlantic.  In  both  we  have  the  first 
success  of  the  enemy’s  fleet  in  getting  away  undetected,  the 
pursuit  and  search  so  long  baffled,  the  agonising  uncertainty 

1  The  recent  authoritative  works  of  Corbett  and  Fortescue  throw  doubt, 
if  not  ridicule,  on  the  actual  preparations  for  transport  and  the  chances  of 
invasion  on  the  grand  scale. 
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made  good  by  calculation,  energy  and  persistence,  and  the 
crowning  victory  £it  last.  But  whereas  in  1798  the  initial 
evasion  enabled  Bonaparte  to  land  and  conquer  Egypt,  in 
1805  Nelson  crossed  the  Atlantic  so  close  on  the  heels  of  his 
enemy  that  Villeneuve  had  no  time  to  capture  our  colonies 
and  destroy  our  shipping,1  He  escaped  back  to  Europe  only 
just  ahead  of  his  hunter,  who  missed  the  French  by  going 
to  Gibraltar  while  they  headed  for  North  Spain.  There  Ville¬ 
neuve  fought  an  indecisive  action  with  Calder’s  fleet  watching 
off"  that  coast,  and  ran  to  ground  in  the  Spanish  harbours. 

Thus  by  the  end  of  July  the  strategic  campaign  of  the 
ocean  was  finished,  and  the  scheme  of  invasion,  for  whatever 
it  may  have  been  worth,  was  dead.  Yet  the  remainder  of  the 
year  was  to  be  occupied  by  a  series  of  military  and  naval 
operations  as  famous  as  any  in  the  history  of  war. 

In  August  the  world  learnt  of  the  existence  of  the  Third 
Coalition  against  France.  The  armies  of  Russia  and  Austria, 
paid  by  Pitt  at  the  annual  rate  of  twelve  pounds  ten  shillings 
a  man,  were  moving  against  Napoleon,  who  had  recently 
crowned  himself  Emperor  of  France.  His  answer  to  the  new 
league  came  quick  as  the  flash  of  a  sword  out  of  its  scabbard. 
While  the  Russians  and  Austrians  were  dawdling  up  to  their 
points  of  concentration,  the  Grand  Army  was  hurried  across 
Europe  from  Boulogne  to  the  Danube,  and  on  October  20, 
the  Austrian  vanguard  capitulated  at  Ulm.  Next  morning,  oft 
Cape  Trafalgar,  twenty-seven  British  ships  of  the  line  were 
bearing  down  in  two  columns  on  thirty-three  French  and 
Spaniards.  Abandoning  his  usual  policy  of  caution,  the  enemy 
had  come  out  of  Cadiz  to  give  battle  in  a  fit  of  desperation,  which 
greatly  lightened  the  burden  of  the  next  ten  years’  war  to  Eng¬ 
land.  Ere  sunset,  eighteen  great  ships  had  struck  their  colours 
and  the  rest  were  in  full  flight, — the  British  seamen  were  work¬ 
ing  with  a  will  to  save  as  many  as  possible  of  the  enemy  out  of 
the  sea  and  oft'  the  burning  ships, — and  Nelson  was  lying  dead 
in  the  cockpit  of  the  Victory. 

On  Lord  Mayor’s  Day,  the  Prime  Minister  was  received 
in  the  Guildhall  with  the  gratitude  due  to  the  man  who  had 
furnished  Nelson  with  the  means  and  the  authority  to  save  the 


1  The  anxiety  in  the  City  at  the  presence  of  the  French  fleet  and  army 
in  the  West  Indies  on  this  occasion,  reminds  us  what  a  big  part  those 
islands  were  of  British  interests,  and  helps  to  explain  why  Pitt  had  sent 
half  the  army  there  in  the  previous  war.  See  p.  88,  above. 
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British  Empire.  ‘  England,’  said  Pitt,  ‘  has  saved  herself  by 
her  exertions,  and  will,  as  I  trust,  save  Europe  by  her  example.’ 
This  speech,  the  best  and  shortest  ever  made  on  an  official 
Dec.  2  occasion,  acquired  in  a  few  weeks  a  deeper  meaning.  At 
Austerlitz,  in  distant  Moravia,  at  the  battle  of  the  Three 
Emperors,  Napoleon  laid  low  the  combined  armies  of  Russia 
and  Austria.  Before  Christmas  the  Third  Coalition  was  no 
more,  and  Europe  was  at  the  feet  of  the  conqueror. 

When  the  news  of  the  battle  and  of  the  armistice  reached 
Pitt,  his  face  took  on  the  ‘  Austerlitz  look.’  He  knew  that,  at 
the  best,  England  was  doomed  to  ten  years’  war  against  the 
Continent.  His  exhausted  frame,  no  longer  stimulated  by 
immediate  hope,  ceased  to  struggle  against  the  malady 
1806  that  wasted  it.  On  January  23  he  died.  His  last  words  and 
thoughts  did  not  concern  his  own  soul  or  his  private  affec¬ 
tions:  ‘  My  country!  How  I  leave  my  country!  ’ 

He  left  her  in  desperate  straits,  amid  the  ruins  of  those 
dynastic  alliances  by  which  he  had  three  times  striven  in  vain 
to  make  head  against  the  French  nation.  He  left  her  shorn  of 
her  ancient  freedom  of  speech  and  thought,  and  that  harmony 
of  classes  that  had  once  distinguished  ‘  merry  England.’  He 
left  her  with  her  foot  on  Ireland  prostrate  and  chained.  But 
he  left  her  recovered  from  the  dishonour  and  weakness  of  the 
state  in  which  he  had  found  her  a  quarter  of  a  century  before. 
He  left  her  with  Canada  and  India  so  established  that  they 
would  not  go  the  way  of  the  lost  Colonies.  He  left  her  able 
and  willing  to  defy  the  conqueror  of  Europe  when  all  others 
bowed  beneath  the  yoke.  He  left  her  victor  at  sea,  freshly 
crowned  with  laurels  that  have  proved  immortal.  And  if  in 
the  coming  era,  Englishmen  were  divided  class  from  class  by 
new  and  bitter  griefs,  they  had  also  a  new  bond  of  fraternity 
in  the  sound  of  Nelson’s  name. 

The  next  year  was  marked  by  the  fall  of  Prussia.  For  a 
whole  decade  she  had  kept  out  of  the  conflict,  digesting  Poland. 
In  1805,  when  her  interference  might  have  been  decisive 
against  French  ambitions  in  Germany,  Pitt  had  offered  her 
every  aid  and  inducement  to  join  the  Third  Coalition.  Only 
one  thing  he  had  refused  to  do,  to  barter  away  George  Ill’s 
beloved  Hanover,  the  bait  with  which  Napoleon  dazzled  the 
covetous  imagination  of  the  Court  of  Berlin.  In  the  vain  hope 
of  deciding  the  hesitations  and  tergiversations  of  Prussia  by  a 
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display  of  present  aid,  Pitt  had  landed  a  British  army  on  the 
North  German  coa$t,  but  it  had  to  be  hastily  withdrawn  after 
Austerlitz. 

At:  the  beginning  of  the  year  1806,  Frederick  William  of 
Prussia,  bribed  by  the  offer  of  Hanover,  turned  towards  alliance 
with  Napoleon,  and  obediently  excluded  all  British  ships  from 
the  ports  of  his  dominions.  We  were  actually  in  a  state  of  war 
with  Prussia,  when  her  king  changed  his  mind  once  more  and 
flung  his  country  unaided  into  the  struggle  against  France. 
Fie  had  been  overborne  by  the  movement  against  French 
domination  of  Germany,  which  Napoleon’s  execution  of  the 
patriotic  bookseller,  Palm,  had  done  much  to  arouse.  So 
rapidly  did  events  now  move  that  the  British  envoy  who  has¬ 
tened  out  to  make  peace  with  Prussia,  was  met  as  he  drove 
inland  from  the  port  of  landing  by  the  tide  of  fugitives 
from  Jena !  There  was  no  question  this  time  of  Prussia  having 
been  pushed  and  paid  by  England  to  enter  the  war.  Fox  and 
Grenville,  in  their  Ministry  of  All-the-Talents,  had  only  too 
completely  abandoned  Pitt’s  policy  of  Coalitions  and  subsidies 
which  had  sent  so  many  dynasties  to  their  doom. 

The  efficiency  of  Frederick  the  Great’s  small  and  barbarous 
kingdom  of  serfs  and  junkers  had  depended  on  the  energies 
and  genius  of  the  sovereign.  When  the  King  happened  to  be 
a  fool  as  well  as  a  knave,  Prussia  merely  afforded  another 
example  of  the  effete  ancien  regime.  From  the  eclipse  that  she 
underwent  after  Jena,  she  emerged  in  six  years’  time  as  a  self- 
conscious  national  State  with  a  modern  army  and  a  modern 
bureaucracy.  She  had  been  reformed  by  Stein,  Scharnhorst 
and  Hardenberg,  who  sought,  in  an  adoption  of  the  new  French 
institutions  and  principles,  the  means  of  combating  the  new 
France. 

The  Foxite  Whigs,  on  returning  to  Parliament  in  1801  at 
the  end  of  their  ill-advised  ‘  secession,’  saw  that  domestic 
politics  were  dead  and  that  it  was  useless  to  attempt  to  revive 
them.  They  kept  silence  on  Reform,  without  renouncing  it. 
The  ranks  of  Pitt’s  former  party  being  broken  into  a  number 
of  hostile  factions  by  his  retirement,  the  Foxites  entered  into 
alliance  with  the  Tory  group  led  by  Lord  Grenville,  at  first 
out  of  common  contempt  for  Addington’s  Ministry,  afterwards 
on  the  basis  of  common  agreement  in  favour  of  Catholic  Eman¬ 
cipation.  For  one  year,  and  one  year  only,  immediately  after 
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Pitt’s  death,  the  Whigs  held  office  in  the  famous  Ministry  of 
All-the-Talents,  in  coalition  with  the  Grenville  group  and  with 
Addington  and  his  followers.  This  brief  and  partial  interlude 
in  the  long  regime  of  anti-jacobinism  was  of  notable  service 
to  the  Empire  and  to  the  world,  because  Fox  and  his  friends 
insisted  on  the  passage  of  the  Bill  abolishing  the  slave-trade, 
about  which  Pitt  had  grown  half-hearted  in  his  later  years. 
Abolition  had  sharply  divided  the  Tory  ranks,  but  when  once 
it  was  on  the  Statute  Book,  the  anti-slavery  men  in  the  subse¬ 
quent  Tory  Ministries,  especially  those  of  the  evangelical  ‘sect,’ 
put  down  the  slave-trade  by  a  vigorous  use  of  the  British 
navy  ;  and,  in  the  Treaties  of  Vienna  and  afterwards,  pressed 
earnestly  and  with  some  measure  of  success  to  bring  the  Powers 
of  the  Holy  Alliance  into  line  with  England  on  this  question. 
The  real  abolition  of  the  slave-trade  on  the  high  seas,  and  the 
theoretical  ban  placed  upon  it  in  the  as  yet  unpenetrated  Dark 
Continent,  prepared  the  way  for  the  abolition  of  slavery  itself, 
and  saved  the  tropics,  in  the  coming  era  of  their  commercial 
exploitation  by  Europe,  from  becoming  a  vast  slave-farm. 

But  All-the-Talents  added  little  to  the  fighting  strength  of 
the  nation,  especially  after  their  loss  of  Fox,  who  died  in  office, 
a  late  convert  by  experience  to  the  impossibility  of  making 
peace  with  Napoleon.  His  last  words  were  that  he  ‘  died 
happy.’  And,  in  spite  of  all,  he  had  lived  happy,  and  spread 
happiness  around  him  like  a  wind  blowing  from  the  hills.  He 
had  loved  life  too  well  to  be  a  perfect  statesman,  but  he  had 
brought  human  life  and  love  with  him  into  the  political  world, 
and  since  he  passed  out  of  it,  though  it  has  been  dignified  by 
equal  genius  and  higher  virtue,  it  has  never  again  been  made 
Shakespearean  by  such  a  kind,  grand,  human  creature. 

The  circumstances  attending  the  fall  of  the  Ministry  of 
All-the-Talents,  six  months  after  the  death  of  Fox,  gave  fresh 
proof  of  the  power  of  the  Crown.  Though  no  longer  able,  as 
in  the  days  of  Bute  and  North,  to  form  Cabinets  and  Parlia¬ 
mentary  majorities  out  of  his  own  creatures,  George  III  could 
still  exert  authority  as  umpire  between  existing  parties.  He 
dismissed  Lords  Grenville  and  Grey  because  they  had  proposed 
to  admit  Roman  Catholic  officers  into  the  British  army,  and 
because,  when  he  had  forced  them  to  withdraw  that  Jacobinical 
measure,  they  had  refused  the  promise  he  demanded  of  them, 
never  again  to  moot  Catholic  relief  in  any  form.  A  powerful 
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Minister  like  Pitt,  with  a  stable  majority  of  his  own  in  the  House, 
could  maintain  himself  against  the  Crown,  though  even  Pitt 
had  accepted  the  royal  veto  on  the  introduction  of  vital 
measures.1  But  the  group-system  to  which  parliamentary  life 
had  been  reduced  in  the  first  years  of  the  nineteenth  century, 
afforded  to  George  III  and  his  successor  a  field  where  they 
were  able  to  choose  their  own  Ministers  from  among  the  group- 
leaders  of  the  day.  The  power  of  the  Crown  remained  at  this 
mean  level  until  the  great  Reform  Bill  made  the  people  of 
England  and  Scotland  arbiters  of  their  own  destiny.  That 
measure  very  soon  placed  the  Crown  in  its  present  position 
in  the  Constitution.  Burke  and  Fox  had  desired  to  reduce 
George  III  to  the  position  afterwards  held  by  Queen  Victoria, 
but  had  failed  because  the  alternative  to  the  Crown  was  not 
then  the  people  but  only  the  aristocracy. 

From  1807  to  1830  the  Whigs  were  excluded  from  office, 
partly  by  the  will  of  the  Crown,  partly  by  their  own  instinct 
against  allying  themselves  with  anti-Reformers.  They  steadily 
refused  to  join  any  Ministry  except  on  the  basis  of  Catholic 
Emancipation  being  made  a  Government  measure.  As  the 
Catholic  claims  were  extremely  unpopular  in  our  Protestant 
island,  there  was  not  much  temptation  to  Tories  like  Canning 
and  Castlereagh,  who  theoretically  believed  in  Emancipation, 
to  make  serious  efforts  on  its  behalf.  So  it  was  left  to  Ireland 
eventually  to  extort  for  herself  what  England  was  never  willing 
to  grant. 

Although  the  permanent  exclusion  of  the  Whigs  and  Gren- 
villites  was  a  result  arrived  at  on  purely  domestic  grounds,  it 
probably  helped  to  a  better  directed  prosecution  of  the  war. 
All-the-Talents  had  had  no  more  success  abroad  than  Pitt,  and 
its  leading  members  afterwards  went  wrong  in  Opposition  about 
Wellington  and  the  Peninsula.  On  the  other  hand,  their  Tory 
successors,  Perceval,  Lord  Liverpool  and  Lord  Castlereagh  con¬ 
ducted  the  European  war  with  great  military  and  diplomatic 
success.  It  is  indeed  remarkable  that  the  group  of  English 
statesmen  who  actually  beat  Napoleon  were  regarded  by  con¬ 
temporaries  and  by  posterity  with  something  akin  to  contempt. 

1  In  this  epoch  the  royal  veto  was  not  exercised  openly  against  Bills 
that  had  passed  both  Houses,  but  privately  to  prevent  beforehand  the 
introduction  of  Ministerial  measures.  This  practice  became  so  much  a 
custom  of  the  Constitution  under  George  III  and  IV  that  Grey  himself  in 
1830-1,  allowed  that  he  could  not  introduce  the  Reform  Bill  till  William  IV 
had  agreed  to  the  whole  of  it. 


1828-9 


1 18  THE  WAR  WITH  NAPOLEON 

They  must  have  been  giants  indeed  not  to  be  dwarfed  by  the  in¬ 
evitable  comparison  with  their  great  foreign  antagonist  and  with 
their  great  predecessors,  Fox  and  Pitt.  They  soon  quarrelled 
with  their  most  brilliant  colleague,  George  Canning.  And  the  re¬ 
actionary  and  purely  negative  policy  upon  which  they  insisted  at 
home  even  after  Napoleon’s  fall,  at  a  time  when  the  underswell 
of  the  tide  was  veering  round  towards  progress  and  liberty,  ex¬ 
posed  them  to  the  angry  ridicule  of  the  younger  generation, 
led  by  Brougham,  Byron  and  the  Reverend  Sydney  Smith. 

Castlereagh,  unlike  his  principal  colleagues,  had  the  gifts 
of  a  brilliant  man  of  action.  So  had  Canning,  with  wit  and 
eloquence  added.  They  were  looked  on  as  the  young  disciples 
on  whom  Pitt’s  mantle  had  fallen.  If  the  two  had  held  together 
as  colleagues  in  the  long  Tory  Ministry,  it  could  scarcely  have 
attained  its  reputation  for  dullness.  U nfortunately  the  Dioscuri 
could  not  abide  one  another.  A  quarrel  culminated  in  the 
1809  scandal  of  a  duel.  The  world  sympathised  with  Castlereagh. 
Canning’s  brilliant  and  potentially  liberal  genius  remained  un¬ 
employed  during  the  years  when  the  fate  of  Europe  was  being 
decided.  ‘  My  political  allegiance,’  he  told  his  constituents  in 
1812,  ‘is  buried  in  the  grave  of  Pitt.’  It  was  Castlereagh’s 
fate  to  be  associated  in  history  and  literature  with  Perceval, 
Liverpool  and  Addington,  now  become  Lord  Sidmouth. 

But  Canning,  before  he  left  the  Ministry,  found  time  to 
perform  one  act  of  moral  daring,  which,  whether  right  or  wrong, 
bears  the  imprint  of  genius. 

Napoleon,  after  the  first  check  to  the  pace  of  his  European 
Feb.  1807  conquests  on  the  bloodstained  snows  of  Eylau,  had  heavily 
June  1807  defeated  the  Russian  army  at  the  battle  of  Friedland.  East 
Prussia  and  Poland,  up  to  the  Russian  border,  were  at  his  feet. 
The  young  Czar  Alexander,  whose  mutable  fancies  were  one 
after  another  to  play  so  great  a  part  in  history,  now  determined 
July  1807  to  give  peace  to  Europe  by  entering  into  alliance  with  Napoleon 
at  Tilsit.  There,  upon  a  raft  on  the  Niemen,  the  Emperors  of 
West  and  East  agreed  on  the  division  of  the  world.  Prussia 
was  cut  down  to  a  small  German  principality.  England  was 
to  be  forced  to  accept  the  new  settlement.  If  she  remained 
obdurately  at  war,  she  must  be  reduced  by  the  Continental 
System  for  cutting  off  her  trade,  which  had  been  proclaimed 
the  year  before  by  Napoleon’s  Berlin  Decree.  Alexander  under¬ 
took  to  enforce  the  prohibition  of  British  trade  in  his  vast 
dominions.  And  it  was  secretly  agreed  that  the  Scandinavian 
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Powers  and  Portugal  were,  if  necessary,  to  be  compelled  to 
close  their  ports,  and  to  use  their  fleets  against  Britain. 

Canning,  as  foreign  secretary,  got  wind  of  the  great  con¬ 
spiracy  from  secret  agents,  and  what  he  did  not  know  he 
shrewdly  guessed.  He  sent  an  overwhelming  military  and 
naval  force  to  demand  of  the  Danes  their  alliance,  and  leave 
to  hold  their  fleet  in  pawn.  The  Danes  resisted,  Copenhagen  was 
bombarded  from  the  land  side,  and  their  warships,  which  other¬ 
wise  would  have  gone  to  Napoleon,  were  carried  off  to  England. 

It  seemed  hard  to  justify  such  a  stroke  against  a  Power  that 
was  not  even  in  a  state  of  ‘  armed  neutrality  ’  against  us,  as  it 
had  been  at  the  time  of  Nelson’s  similar  attack  on  Copenhagen 
six  years  before.  Canning’s  action  gave  us  a  bad  name  in 
Europe,  while  the  secret  clauses  of  Tilsit  were  unknown,  and 
while  people  were  seeking  an  excuse  to  themselves  for  their 
submission  to  French  tyranny.  But  Napoleon’s  proceedings 
in  Portugal  and  Spain  shortly  turned  the  moral  scales  heavily 
against  him,  and  did  much  to  exonerate  Canning  retrospec¬ 
tively  for  seizing  hold  of  a  weapon  before  Napoleon’s  out¬ 
stretched  hand  could  be  laid  upon  it. 

After  Tilsit,  Napoleon  was  master  of  the  whole  Continent 
in  the  same  sense  that  England  in  the  following  generation 
was  master  of  all  India.  In  the  Europe  of  1808  every  State 
had  been  brought  into  a  defined  relation  to  the  paramount 
power,  by  annexation,  by  vassalage,  or  by  alliance  on  terms 
of  submission.  In  no  country  had  national  feeling  as  yet  been 
fused  against  French  overlordship,  though  the  anger  in  Ger¬ 
many  at  the  execution  of  Palm  was  prologue  to  the  omen 
coming  on.  At  the  beginning  of  1808  the  principle  of  nation¬ 
ality  still  worked,  perhaps,  less  against  France  than  in  her 
favour.  In  Poland  ‘  the  Grand  Duchy  of  Warsaw,’  torn  from 
Prussia,  and  erected  into  a  Napoleonic  State,  fully  revived  but 
only  half  satisfied  Polish  aspirations  to  nationhood.  In  Italy, 
the  anti-Austrian  and  anti-Papal  regime  proved  the  nursery  of 
Italian  patriotism 

Everywhere  the  old  world  was  being  rejuvenated  on 
‘  French  principles,’  identified  with  the  dynamic  force  of 
Napoleon’s  personality.  Modern  bureaucracy  in  place  of  old 
municipal  and  feudal  inefficiency  ;  in  law,  the  ideas  of  the  Code 
Napoleon  ;  in  education  and  thought,  the  influence  of  scientific 
standards,  civic  and  military,  instead  of  clerical  obscurantism; 
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in  every  walk  of  life  the  career  open  to  talents — these  things 
were  thrust  upon  Western  Europe  by  the  direct  action  of  French 
governors,  while  in  Prussia  serfdom  was  abolished  and  the  Uni¬ 
versities  and  the  Army  were  modernised  by  Prussian  statesmen 
who  saw  the  need  to  imitate  France  or  be  for  ever  fallen. 

The  ascendancy  of  France,  since  the  days  of  Louis  XIV,  in 
letters,  science  and  life,  had  prepared  men’s  minds  for  accept¬ 
ance  of  her  political  supremacy.  It  was  not  the  French  generals 
alone  who  had  conquered  Europe.  Napoleon  created  an  able 
bureaucracy,  the  Proconsuls  of  France  in  Europe,  very  differ¬ 
ent  from  the  robber  ruffians  of  the  Directorate.  They  gave  men 
a  new  and  higher  standard  of  government.  Their  limitations 
were  set  by  the  patriotic  narrowness  of  the  French  mind:  they 
lacked  sympathy  with  the  races  over  whom  they  bore  rule. 
Only  their  Italo-Corsican  master  could,  in  his  own  interest,  rise 
to  the  idea  of  an  international  Caesarism. 

Gradually,  between  1808  and  1813,  Europe’s  sense  of  the 
benefits  of  this  system  waned  before  the  growing  sense  of  its 
burdens.  These  were  mainly  due  to  Napoleon’s  failure  to  give 
peace  to  the  world  he  had  created,  a  failure  traceable  partly  to 
his  own  temperament,  partly  to  the  continued  resistance  of 
England. 

As  time  went  on,  the  conscription  grew  more  and  more 
unpopular  :  ‘  the  blood  tax  ’  was  a  new  burden  in  Italy  and 
many  other  countries,  although  by  our  terrible  modern  stan¬ 
dards  the  Napoleonic  demand  on  Europe’s  young  manhood 
seems  small  indeed.  War  taxation  and  the  deprivation  of  trade, 
in  accordance  with  his  Continental  System  against  England, 
pressed  ever  more  heavily  on  the  subject  peoples  of  the  Empire. 
Peace,  permanence  and  prosperity  retreated  further  and  fur¬ 
ther  into  the  distance  as  the  years  went  by.  England’s  resist¬ 
ance  unexpectedly  continued  and  drew  Napoleon  on  into  more 
and  more  distant  schemes  of  conquest  in  Spain  and  Russia, 
into  ever  stricter  prohibitions  against  trade.  It  seemed  that  he 
must  conquer  and  starve  the  whole  world  in  order  to  starve 
and  conquer  the  islanders.  As  he  grew  older  the  burden  told 
on  his  nature  and  deepened  its  faults  ;  he  grew  ever  more 
harsh,  exacting,  sudden  ;  he  could  not  leave  things  alone  ;  he 
must  always  be  reshuffling  the  provinces  of  Europe,  pulling 
up  and  redistributing  his  own  political  creations.  The  im¬ 
pression  grew  that  his  work  was  always  in  hot  flux,  that  it 
would  never  set  cold  and  solid.  Permanence  and  rest  seemed 
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alien  to  his  genius,  and  it  was  for  permanence  and  rest  that 
Europe  sighed. 

These  discontents  took  the  form  of  a  new  sense  of  nation¬ 
hood,  rendering  French  rule  odious,  in  Holland,  Germany  and 
Eastern  Europe,  and  to  some  extent  even  in  Italy.  In  France 
herself  they  became  operative  in  the  political  parties  of  the  new 
Liberalism  and  the  old  Reaction.  But  as  yet  opposition  could 
find  no  means  of  public  expression.  Politics,  journalism,  litera¬ 
ture  had  less  freedom  under  the  Empire  than  under  the  Bour-„ 
bons  of  the  recent  past  or  of  the  near  future.  ‘  Napoleon’s 
dominion,’  said  Ugo  Foscolo,  *  was  like  a  July  day  in  Egypt — 
all  clear,  brilliant  and  blazing;  but  all  silent — not  a  voice  heard, 
the  stillness  of  the  grave.’ 


CHAPTER  VIII 


The  Napoleonic  struggle,  II.,  1808-15 — Wellington  and  the  Peninsular  War 
— The  commercial  struggle  and  the  blockade— Leipzig  and  Waterloo — • 
Castlereagh  and  the  resettlement  of  Europe. 

National  sentiment,  that  destroyed  Napoleon’s  cosmopolitan 
empire,  was  first  brought  to  a  head  against  him  by  his  attempt 
to  subject  the  Iberian  Peninsula  .to  his  direct  control.  He 
believed  it  necessary,  if  England  was  to  be  starved  out,  to  stop 
British  trade  with  Portugal  and  its  great  dependency  of  Brazil, 
and  to  make  more  secure  the  enforcement  of  the  Continental 
System  along  the  coasts  of  Spain  and  the  Spanish  American 
colonies.  He  had  begun  in  1807  by  sending  Junot  to  conquer 
hostile  Portugal.  Next  year,  when  his  armies  under  this  pre- 
1808  text  had  occupied  friendly  Spain,  he  committed  the  worst  crime 
and  error  of  his  career:  he  compelled  the  Spanish  Royal  family 
to  abdicate  and  proclaimed  his  brother  Joseph,  King  of  Spain, 
This  act  of  vulgar  ruffianism  on  a  scale  as  gigantic  as  the 
Partitions  of  Poland,  would,  if  it  had  proved  successful,  have 
corrupted  the  West  of  Europe  as  surely  as  the  Partitions  cor¬ 
rupted  the  East.  But  the  vengeance  on  Napoleon  was  direct 
and  speedy.  The  Spanish  people,  whom  the  ex-Jacobin  had 
left  out  of  his  calculations,  rose  on  the  French  armies  cantooned 
throughout  the  Peninsula  and  actually  compelled  one  of  them 
July  to  surrender  at  Baylen.  Baylen  was  the  beginning  of  Napoleon’s 
180S  downfall.  It  began  the  long  drain  on  his  Grand  Army  for  the 
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irritating  necessity  of  garrisoning  every  Spanish  town  and 
patrolling  every  Spanish  road.  And  it  was  the  first  example 
to  Europe  of  the  national  spirit  rising  against  his  power.  The 
peoples  were  being  goaded  into  self-conscious  nationhood  alike 
by  French  propaganda  and  by  French  tyranny.  The  ideas  of 
1789  had  aroused  throughout  Europe  a  desire  for  self-deter¬ 
mination  which  Napoleon  outraged  at  every  turn.  It  was  the 
peoples  who  overthrew  him,  though  it  was  the  princes  who 
reaped  the  benefit  of  his  fall. 

The  world,  just  when  it  had  begun  to  accept  Napoleon  as 
inevitable,  was  startled  into  a  new  train  of  thought  by  the 
success  of  the  Spanish  revolt,  plainly  resulting  from  its  popular 
and  national  character.  Deserted  by  their  contemptible  princes, 
grandees  and  officials,  the  common  people,  in  each  several 
province  and  town,  had  fallen  on  the  Frenchmen  and  the 
traitors.  The  improvised  local  Juntas,  in  which  the  strength 
of  the  movement  lay,  grouped  themselves  into  a  loose  national 
organisation  under  a  central  Junta;  and  in  1810  a  Cortes  or 
Parliament  was  elected.  The  Spanish  rising  had,  in  fact,  two 
aspects,  both  of  them  popular.  On  the  one  hand  the  peasants 
were  being  urged  on  by  the  priests  and  monks  against  the 
infidel  French;  on  the  other  hand  the  Cortes  was  the  herald  of 
liberal  constitutionalism  in  despotic  and  reactionary  Spain.  It 
was  only  after  the  French  had  been  expelled  that  these  forces 
came  into  violent  conflict. 

In  England  the  news  of  the  rising  was  received  with 
enthusiasm  by  all  sections,  and  checked  a  growing  agitation 
for  peace.  The  Whigs  called  on  the  Government  to  send  help 
to  a  people  struggling  to  be  free;  the  business  men,  whose 
warehouses  were  choked  with  goods  which  the  new  factory 
system  enabled  them  to  produce  but  which  Napoleon  forbade 
them  to  sell,  found  a  new  Eldorado  in  the  markets  of  Spanish 
America1;  while  patriots,  gloomily  watching  the  fortunes  of 
the  war,  saw  that  friendly  hands  had  opened  a  gate  in  the 
hostile  fortress  of  Europe,  through  which  not  only  our  goods 
but  our  armies  could  enter  at  last. 

Sir  Arthur  Wellesley,  of  Maratha  fame,  led  the  first  small  July 
British  force  of  9000  men  to  the  Peninsula.  His  immediate  180S 
object  was  to  clear  the  French  out  of  Portugal,  an  operation 

1  The  Cortes  soon  afterwards  tried  to  close  South  America  again  to 
foreign  goods,  thereby  causing  fresh  distress  in  England,  and  sowing  the 
seeds  of  much  subsequent  British  enthusiasm  for  the  cause  of  South  Ameri¬ 
can  independence.  See  p.  210,  below. 


124  THE  WAR  WITH  NAPOLEON 

Aug-  on  which  his  victory  at  Vimiero  put  the  seal.  He  was  sup- 
1808  planted  on  the  field  of  battle  by  superior  officers  coming  out 
from  England  with  more  troops.  By  the  Convention  of  Cintra 
they  permitted  Junot  to  evacuate  Portugal  with  his  plunder. 
The  British  public  was  furious  with  the  generals,  including 
Wellesley,  though  he  was  not  in  fact  responsible  for  the  terms, 
and  would  probably  have  captured  the  whole  of  Junot’s  army 
if  he  had  not  been  superseded. 

During  the  winter,  while  Wellesley  remained  in  England 
under  a  cloud,  a  British  army  of  30,000  men  was  operating  in 
the  Peninsula  under  Sir  John  Moore.  Napoleon  himself,  at 
Dec  the  head  of  250,000  French,  was  engaged  in  putting  down  the 
1808  Spanish  rising.  Moore’s  daring  advance  into  the  heart  of  the 
country  to  threaten  Napoleon’s  flank  and  rear,  drew  him  off  the 
Spaniards  and  saved  Lisbon  and  Cadiz,  and  thereby  perhaps 
the  whole  movement.  By  his  retreat  to  Corunna  through  the 
winter  mountains,  Moore,  at  the  cost  of  5000  stragglers, 
saved  his  main  body  from  the  eager  pursuit  of  Napoleon,  who, 
having  failed  in  his  coup  de  theatre  of  capturing  a  British  army, 
returned  to  Paris  and  never  again  crossed  the  Pyrenees.  Soult 
came  up  with  the  English  forces  reconstituted  at  Corunna. 
The  action  fought  there  to  cover  their  embarkation  was  bril- 
1309  liantly  successful,  but  Sir  John  Moore  was  killed  by  a  cannon¬ 
ball  and  buried  on  the  foreign  shore. 

On  the  return  home  of  Moore’s  force  came  the  real  crisis 
of  the  Peninsular  War  as  far  as  England  was  concerned, — a 
moral  and  political  crisis.  The  discouragement  was  great.  The 
British  public,  having  expected  from  its  new  allies  things 
beyond  measure,  was  beyond  measure  disillusioned. '  The 
Spaniards  had  indeed  failed  for  all  purposes,  military  and  politi¬ 
cal,  except  guerilla  warfare,  and  it  was  not  yet  understood  how 
much  guerilla  warfare  might  mean  in  Spain.  Our  own  army, 
though  victorious  in  battle,  had  been  forced  by  overwhelming 
numbers  to  re-embark.  Sir  John  Moore  himself  had  written 
that  it  would  no  longer  be  possible  to  hold  Lisbon.  To  pessi¬ 
mists,  Napoleon  again  seemed  invincible  on  land.  Most  of  the 
Whigs  changed  their  minds  and  clamoured  for  the  abandon¬ 
ment  of  the  Spanish  adventure  as  hopeless.  But  the  Govern¬ 
ment  continued  to  supply  the  Juntas  with  arms  and  money, 
sent  back  a  British  force  to  Portugal  and  placed  Wellesley  in 
command,  in  spite  of  his  recent  unpopularity.  These  decisions 
were  not  a  little  due  to  the  personal  influence  which  the  young 
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general  had  obtained  over  Castlereagh,  and  to  a  less  extent 
over  his  rival .  Canning,  who  was  still  in  the  Cabinet.  The 
policy  of  Wellington,1  adhered  to  by  successive  Tory  Govern¬ 
ments  through  four  dark  and  difficult  years,  proved  the  key  to 
victory  in  the  world  contest.  After  the  failure  of  the  Walcheren 
expedition,  designed  to  take  Antwerp,  but  ending  in  the  death 
of  four  thousand  of  our  soldiers  in  the  fever-laden  swamps  of 
the  Dutch  island,  the  Cabinet  concentrated  British  military 
effort  on  the  Peninsular  War. 

Wellington’s  campaigns  of  1 809-1 1  were  actions  to  defend 
Portugal  as  his  base,  varied  by  raids  into  Spain  that  fostered 
the  guerilla  war  in  that  country.  Sometimes,  as  in  the  Talavera 
campaign  of  1 809,  the  chief  event  of  the  year  was  the  raid  into 
Spain,  rendered  possible  by  Austria’s  rebellion  against  Napo¬ 
leon  ;  while  in  1810,  after  Austria  had  been  suppressed  at 
Wagram,  Wellington’s  defence  of  Portugal  was  for  a  while 
confined  to  the  famous  lines  of  Torres  Vedras  which  he  con¬ 
structed  across  the  peninsula  of  Lisbon.  But  until  in  1812 
the  quarrel  with  Russia  seriously  drained  the  French  forces  in 
Spain,  Wellington  could  do  no  more  than  keep  the  war  alive. 
The  French  in  the  Peninsula  sometimes  outnumbered  the 
British  by  nearly  ten  to  one,  but  out  of  some  300,000  men  it 
was  seldom  that  so  many  as  70,000  were  available  to  crush  the 
British  and  those  Portuguese  regiments  that  our  officers  had 
trained  to  stand  fire  as  regular  troops.  The  spear-head  of  the 
Napoleonic  army  of  occupation  was  small  in  comparison  with 
its  shaft,  because  the  Spanish  guerillas  saw  to  it  that  no  city  and 
no  province  could  be  left  without  a  French  garrison,  on  pain 
of  an  immediate  revolt.  Whatever  their  failings  as  regular 
troops,  whatever  their  deficiency  in  political  and  military  leader¬ 
ship,  the  Spaniards  waged  on  the  invader  an  unceasing  partisan 
warfare  such  as  Napoleon  encountered  in  no  other  land. 

The  Peninsular  War,  indeed,  had  two  very  different 
aspects,  the  one  immortalised  in  Napier’s  dignified  and  roman¬ 
tic  history  ;  the  other  in  Goya’s  grim  etchings  of  ‘  Los  Desastres 
de  la  Guerra.’  The  British  officer  and  the  Spanish  civilian  each 
recorded  the  aspect  that  presented  itself  to  his  countrymen. 
As  between  French  and  English  the  war  was  a  display  of  rival 
valour  by  two  chivalrous  nations.  French  and  English  prisoners 

1  Sir  Arthur  Wellesley  was  made  Lord  Wellington  for  his  services  in 
1809  (Douro  and  Talavera),  Marquis  for  Salamanca  in  1812,  and  Duke  in 
1814.  Marlborough,  who  enjoyed  more  Court  favour,  had  been  made  Duke 
in  1702,  before  his  great  victories. 
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were  treated  as  the  Black  Prince  and  Du  Guesclin  treated  the 
knights  they  captured;  nor  was  the  spirit  of  mutual  admiration 
and  courtesy  confined  to  the  officers  of  the  two  armies.  Very 
different  were  the  features  of  the  war  waged  between  the 
Spanish  guerillas  and  the  French  invader: — men  sawed  up 
alive  and  impaled  on  stakes;  massacre,  rape  and  torture;  all 
the  most  bestial  passions  let  loose  by  hatred  and  by  fear. 

In  the  midst  of  such  scenes  as  these,  it  was  fortunate  that 
Wellington  was  at  once  a  great  humanitarian  and  a  great  dis¬ 
ciplinarian.  The  first  quality  would  have  availed  little  without 
the  second.  Unlike  Nelson  he  had  no  wish  to  be  loved  by  his 
men.  But  he  abominated  the  waste  and  cruelty  of  war,  and 
kept  it  within  its  strictest  limits.  He  revived  and  fixed  the  high 
traditions  of  the  British  Army  in  many  things,  and  not  least 
in  respect  for  person  and  property.  He  once  angrily  defined 
‘  booty  ’  as  ‘  what  you  can  lay  your  bloody  hand  upon,  and 
keep.’  When  he  first  took  over  the  command  there  was  much 
drunkenness,  desertion  and  looting,  in  a  land  flowing  with 
wine  ;  but  by  strenuous  efforts  he  established  a  very  different 
state  of  things,  save  on  the  few  occasions  when  after  the  storm 
of  cities  like  Badajos,  whole  regiments  ran  amok  for  days 
together.  When  the  other  armies  of  Europe  were  a  terror  alike 
to  friend  and  foe,  he  showed  the  world  an  army  paying  its  way 
even  on  hostile  territory,  a  protection  rather  than  a  burden  to 
the  astonished  inhabitants.1 

Wellington  and  the  school  of  officers  who  served  under 
him  abroad,  did  as  much  as  Nelson  and  his  captains  to  raise 
the  reputation  of  their  country  and  their  service.  Only  in  one 
respect  their  system  fell  short.  The  common  soldiers  were, 
like  the  common  sailors,  treated  too  much  like  serfs,  too  little 
like  citizens  under  arms.  But  in  this  the  services  only  reflected 
the  attitude  towards  the  ‘  lower  orders  ’  then  prevalent  in 
civilian  life.  Nor  must  it  be  forgotten  that  the  system  of  army 
recruitment  filled  the  ranks  with  some  of  the  roughest  types. 
Wellington  with  his  naked  sincerity  of  thought  and  speech, 
which  gives  a  value  to  all  his  sayings,  even  to  those  which 
represent  his  prejudices,  declared  that  his  men  were  *  the  scum 
of  the  earth,  enlisted  for  drink.’  It  was  not  the  view  of  some 

1  In  a  remote  valley  of  the  Pyrenees,  in  1905,  I  met  a  French  peasant 
who  was  much  interested  on  discovering  I  was  an  Englishman,  because  he 
said  the  English  troops  in  passing  down  the  valley  in  Napoleon’s  time,  had 
paid  for  a  cow  twice  what  it  was  worth  !  The  sensation  created  in  the 
valley  had  lived  in  oral  tradition  for  close  on  a  century. 
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of  his  best  officers,  including  the  historian  of  the  war  who 
recorded  the  ‘strength  and  majesty’  with  which  the  British 
soldier  fought.  Perhaps,  too,  the  Duke  never  asked  himself  if 
the  finest  spirits  in  the  country  would  be  drawn  to  enlist,  when 
by  so  doing  they  rendered  themselves  liable,  among  other  things, 
to  the  terrible  and  degrading  torture  of  the  military  floggings. 
But  he  always  maintained  that  without  corporal  punishment 
he  could  not  have  fashioned  the  rough  customers  of  which  his 
force  was  actually  composed  into  the  best  disciplined  and  least 
criminal  of  all  the  armies  who  swarmed  over  France  in  1814. 

Whatever  may  have  been  the  defects  of  its  qualities,  our 
army  was  the  best  fighting  instrument  in  Europe,  now  that  at 
last  it  had  got  efficient  leadership.  Owing  to  its  superiority  in 
discipline,  fire-drill  and  steadiness,  the  British  could  venture 
to  oppose  their  thin  line  to  the  French  column  of  attack.1  Our 
volley-firing  was  excellent,  and  being  delivered  from  a  broad 
front  could  stop  the  phalanx  of  the  Old  Guard  itself.  Welling¬ 
ton,  on  the  eve  of  sailing  for  the  Peninsula  in  1808,  had  fore¬ 
told  to  Croker  what  would  happen  when  the  line  was  fairly 
pitted  against  the  column.  ‘  If  what  I  hear  of  the  French 
system  of  manoeuvres  be  true,  I  think  it  a  false  one  as  against 
steady  troops.  I  suspect  all  the  continental  armies  were  more 
than  half  beaten  before  the  battle  was  begun.’  This  had  already 
been  demonstrated  on  a  small  scale  in  the  otherwise  unimpor¬ 
tant  British  victory  at  Maida  in  South  Italy  in  1 806.  It  proved 
the  secret  of  almost  every  success  in  Spain,  and  finally  of  Water¬ 
loo.  But  the  superiority  of  our  fire  would  not  have  availed  for 
the  defeat  of  France,  without  Wellington’s  genius;  less  original 
and  daring  than  his  rival,  he  was  less  prone  to  make  mistakes, 
especially  in  tactics,  than  the  Napoleon  of  later  years. 

It  was  in  Wellington’s  campaigns  that  the  regimental 
traditions  of  the  British  Army  attained  that  peculiar  force  and 
quality,  which  survived  to  pull  us  through  the  Crimea,  although 
the  staff  and  army  organisation  grievously  deteriorated  during 
the  long  peace.  Ana  it  was  again  the  regimental  traditions  and 
the  Peninsular  memories  that  sent  the  British  Army  across  the 
sea  in  1914  with  the  inherited  belief  that  it  could  not  be  beaten 
in  the  end. 

Meanwhile  the  navy,  which  had  no  serious  fighting  to 
expect  after  Trafalgar,  was  busily  employed  in  blockading  the 

1  See  p.  86,  above, 
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Continent.  Napoleon  had  challenged  us  to  a  war  of  mutual 
starvation,  by  the  ‘  Continental  System  ’  which  he  devised 
against  our  commerce.  It  was  embodied  in  a  series  of  Decrees 
of  which  the  most  famous  were  issued  from  Berlin  in  1806  and 
Milan  in  1807.  Neutrals  and  allies  as  well  as  subjects  were 
forbidden  by  him  to  trade  with  Britain  or  her  colonies,  and  all 
ships  and  goods  that  had  touched  at  our  ports  were  rendered 
subject  to  confiscation.  Our  Government  replied  in  a  series  of 
Orders  in  Council,  of  which  the  first  was  issued  in  January 
1807  by  the  Ministry  of  All-the-Talents.  But  the  full  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  policy  became  identified  with  the  later  Tory 
Cabinet  of  Spencer  Perceval.  The  Orders  in  Council  declared 
all  the  countries  that  enforced  Napoleon’s  Decrees  to  be  in  a 
state  of  blockade,  and  instituted  a  rigorous  search  of  neutral 
ships  to  prevent  them  from  trading  with  our  enemies. 

Since  we  held  the  seas,  our  system  was  most  acutely  felt  by 
the  transoceanic  neutrals.  And  since  Napoleon  held  the  land, 
his  inveterate  war  on  tea  and  coffee,  sugar  and  cotton,  was  most 
resented  in  Russia,  Scandinavia  and  Germany,  where  men  had 
to  live  without  goods  from  oversea  as  the  price  of  peace  with 
France.  It  is  therefore  no  wonder  that  by  1812  England  was 
at  war  with  the  United  States  and  Napoleon  with  Russia. 

As  the  daily  bread  of  men  and  women  far  from  the  scene 
of  action  became  more  and  more  affected  by  the  war,  the 
question  of  the  ‘  home  front,’  as  we  should  now  call  it,  grew 
acute,  both  for  Napoleon  as  ruler  of  Europe,  and  for  the  British 
Cabinet.  To  Napoleon  the  catastrophe  of  the  ‘  home  front  ’ 
came  with  the  rebellion  first  of  Russia  and  then  of  Germany  and 
Scandinavia,  unwilling  to  bear  the  deprivations  of  his  Continen¬ 
tal  System  in  the  absence  of  any  patriotic  motives  for  endurance. 

In  England  the  sufferings  of  the  working-class  during  the 
Industrial  Revolution  were  increased  by  the  uncertainty  of 
employment  in  supplying  a  world  whose  markets  were  per¬ 
petually  opening  and  shutting  according  to  the  vagaries  of 
diplomacy  and  war.  Meanwhile  the  price  of  bread  rose  beyond 
the  means  of  many  of  the  wage-earners.  The  bulk  of  the  popu¬ 
lation  craved  for  peace.  But  discontent,  though  deep,  was  not 
formidable.  Though  there  might  be  riots  and  machine-break¬ 
ing,  the  men  had  in  the  end  no  choice  but  to  work  on  the 
masters’  terms  or  to  starve  outright.  They  were  so  little  organ¬ 
ised,  so  deeply  trodden  down  into  economic  and  political  servi¬ 
tude,  that  their  views  could  do  little  to  help  or  hinder  the 
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conduct  of  the  war.  The  Cabinet  made  no  concessions  to  them 
of  any  kind  during'the  Napoleonic  struggle,  a  remarkable  con¬ 
trast  to  the  domestic  and  industrial  policy  of  1914-18. 

As  to  the  class  which  the  Government  itself  represented, 
the  landlords  and  the  clergy,  they  were  patriotic  enough  and 
had,  moreover,  no  great  temptation  to  demand  peace.  For 
them  the  war  meant  the  rise  of  taxation  indeed,  but  also  the 
rise  of  rents  and  tithes  with  the  price  of  corn.  And  for  them 
it  meant  very  little  else.  The  blood  tax  was  a  light  one  on  all 
classes;  for  many  years  there  was  no  fighting  on  land,  and  even 
the  seven  years  of  the  Peninsular  War  cost  less  than  40,000 
British  dead.  At  no  period  had  the  upper  class  been  wealthier, 
or  happier,  or  more  engrossed  in  the  life  of  its  pleasant  country 
houses.  No  young  lady  of  Miss  Austen’s  acquaintance,  waiting 
eagerly  for  the  forthcoming  volume  of  Scott  or  Byron,  seems 
ever  to  have  asked  what  Mr.  Thorpe  or  Mr.  Tom  Bertram 
was  doing  during  the  Great  War! 

If  the  war  was  a  source  of  increasing  revenue  to  the  land¬ 
lords  and  of  prolonged  calamity  to  the  working-men,  to  the 
middling  orders  of  society  it  was  a  gamble,  that  made  one  man 
a  profiteer  and  another  a  bankrupt.  As  a  whole  4  the  nation  of 
shopkeepers  ’  longed  for  peace  to  bring  security,  to  open  the 
European  markets  once  for  all,  and  to  reduce  taxation.  But 
they  had  no  thought  of  surrender  to  Bonaparte.  Many  of  the 
wealthier — the  bankers,  the  merchants  and  the  monied  men — 
shared  the  Tory  politics  of 4  the  quality,’  to  whose  society  they 
were  occasionally  admitted.  But  many  a  manufacturer  of  the 
new  type,  himself  or  his  father  sprung  from  the  working-class, 
more  often  than  not  a  Dissenter,  his  thoughts  engrossed  by  the 
factory  he  had  built  on  the  bank  of  some  Pennine  stream,  hated 
the  aristocracy  and  dumbly  resented  the  war  as  something 
from  the  glory  and  interest  of  which  he  was  excluded.  Such 
men  were  making  the  new  wealth  of  England,  but  they  had  no 
part  or  lot  in  her  government,  and  were  jealous  of  the  haughty 
class  that  excluded  them.  They  felt  equally  little  sympathy 
with  the  real  victims  of  the  war,  their  own  employees — as  little 
almost  as  the  landlords  and  farmers  felt  with  the  pauperised 
and  starving  peasants  whose  labour  filled  their  pockets  so  full. 
It  was  a  hard  world  of  sharply  divided  interests,  with  no  sense  of 
national  brotherhood,  save  occasionally  in  face  of  the  foreign  foe. 

Since  the  business  men  wavered  between  approval  and  dis¬ 
approval  of  the  war,  according  as  victory  seemed  to  draw  near, 
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or  ruin  stared  them  in  the  face,  it  was  in  1 8 1 1  that  Napoleon 
came  nearest  to  starving  England  out  and  wearing  down  her 
resolution  to  conquer.  But  at  that  supreme  crisis  a  sound 
instinct  taught  the  middle  class  in  its  deep  distress  to  agitate 
not  for  peace  but  for  the  withdrawal  of  the  Orders  in  Council. 
The  Orders  were  denounced  by  public  opinion  on  the  ground 
that  they  were  involving  us  in  a  quarrel  with  the  United  States, 
the  best  of  our  few  remaining  customers.  The  movement, 
originating  in  the  ports  and  manufacturing  districts,  was 
brought  to  bear  on  the  House  of  Commons  through  the  power¬ 
ful  energy  of  Henry  Brougham,  and  it  ended  by  imposing  its 
will  on  the  Government.  When  the  accident  of  Perceval’s 
May  assassination  in  the  lobby  by  a  lunatic  removed  the  Prime 
lsl2  Minister  who  was  personally  associated  with  the  policy,  the 
Orders  in  Council  were  allowed  to  drop.  But  the  concession 
came  too  late  to  prevent  the  outbreak  of  war  with  the  United 
States.1  If  Napoleon’s  Continental  System  had  been  still  hold¬ 
ing  firm,  the  consequences  might  have  been  fatal  to  us.  But 
Russia  and  Sweden  had  thrown  off  the  yoke,  and  we  had  won 
the  race  of  starvation  by  a  neck. 

It  was  not  so  much  the  Orders  in  Council  which  had 
beaten  Napoleon’s  economic  campaign,  as  the  productiveness 
of  the  new  machinery  and  the  factory  system,  and  the  monopoly 
of  trade  which,  thanks  to  the  navy,  we  enjoyed  with  America 
and  the  tropics. 

In  the  winter  of  1811-12  Napoleon  was  preparing  to 
invade  Russia.  His  army  in  the  Peninsula,  so  far  from  being 
recruited  by  fresh  drafts,  had  to  send  away  some  of  its  best 
regiments,  and  the  Poles  were  marched  from  Spain  to  Moscow 
on  a  campaign  that  was  to  decide  the  tragic  fate  of  their 
country  for  a  hundred  years  to  come. 

Wellington,  therefore,  was  in  a  position  to  attempt  some¬ 
thing  more  than  another  raid;  the  time  for  the  liberating  con¬ 
quest  was  at  hand.  Far  surpassing  the  generals  opposing  him 
both  as  strategist  and  tactician,  he  prepared  his  way  for  a 
permanent  advance  out  of  Portugal  into  Spain  by  capturing, 
early  in  the  year,  the  frontier  fortresses  of  Ciudad  Rodrigo  and 
Badajos,  before  the  French  armies  could  manage  to  interfere. 
July  In  the  summer  he  destroyed  Marmont’s  army  at  Salamanca. 
1812  The  position  in  the  whole  Peninsula  was  changed  by  this 
1  See  pp.  1 75-1 77,  below,  for  the  events  of  the  war. 
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victory  in  the  north-west;  not  only  was  Madrid  liberated,  but 
Soult  was  obliged  to  evacuate  the  South  of  Spain,  whither  the 
French  were  never  again  able  to  penetrate.  At  the  price  of  the 
surrender  of  the  South,  Soult’s  vigour  brought  about  such  a 
concentration  of  French  armies  that  Madrid  was  recaptured, 
and  in  the  autumn  Wellington,  having  failed  at  the  siege  of 
Burgos,  had  to  fall  back  once  more  on  Portugal,  with  the  game 
only  half  won. 

During  the  winter  came  the  news  of  the  retreat  trom  Mos¬ 
cow.  The  year  1813  was  to  see  Napoleon’s  struggle  to  retain 
hold  of  Central  Europe,  in  face  of  the  revolt  of  the  German 
nation,  headed  by  Prussia  and  aided  by  the  armies  of  Russia, 
Sweden,  and  after  a  while  of  Austria.  The  issue,  that  hung 
uncertain  for  many  months,  would  have  been  very  different  if 
Napoleon  had  had  with  him  in  Germany  the  200,000  veterans 
who  were  locked  up  in  Spain  for  his  sins  of  five  years  before. 

d  et  even  these  200,000  did  not  suffice  to  hold  their  own 
against  the  British  and  Spaniards.  King  Joseph  was  hustled 
out  of  Northern  Spain  by  a  series  of  able  manoeuvres,  and 
routed  at  Vitoria  with  the  loss  of  all  his  artillery,  military  stores 
and  chest.  In  forty  days,  starting  from  Portugal,  Wellington 
had  driven  over  the  Pyrenees  the  enemies’  main  army  and  the 
whole  paraphernalia  of  the  usurper’s  government.  It  was  a 
resounding  catastrophe,  and  had  its  effect  on  hesitating  nations 
and  statesmen  in  the  struggle  for  Central  Europe,  where  the 
scales  of  war  and  diplomacy  were  still  held  even.  In  August 
Austria  joined  the  allies.  Napoleon  alone  still  failed  to  read 
the  signs  of  the  times,  and  refused  to  make  advantageous 
terms  for  himself  and  France  while  he  still  might.  In  October 
the  issue  was  decided  by  the  three  days’  Armageddon  in  the 
plains  of  Leipzig  in  Saxony.  Central  Europe  was  released,  and 
the  French  fled  back  to  the  Rhine  as  rapidly  as  they  had  done 
a  century  before,  after  the  battle  of  Blenheim. 

On  the  Spanish  frontier,  the  fortresses  of  Pampeluna  and 
San  Sebastian  prevented  the  victors  from  penetrating  into 
France  in  the  summer  of  1813  at  the  heels  of  King  Joseph’s 
stripped  and  demoralised  army.  The  breathing  space  afforded 
by  the  two  sieges  gave  time  for  the  reconstitution  of  the  French 
forces  under  Soult,  placed  too  late  in  supreme  command. 
Then  came  the  last  trial  of  strength  in  the  passes  of  the 
Pyrenees,  between  two  veteran  armies  at  the  height  of  military 
efficiency,  and  each  under  splendid  leadership.  Soult  nearly 
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succeeded  in  relieving  Pampeluna,  through  Roncesvalles,  but 
was  foiled  by  the  quickness  of  Wellington  and  the  stubborn¬ 
ness  of  his  troops.  At  length,  after  the  fall  of  the  fortresses, 
the  British  advance  began  again,  through  mountain  floods 
and  snowstorms.  One  after  another  Soult’s  defences  were 
forced  on  the  precipitous  heights  between  the  Bidassoa  and 
the  Nivelle,  and  finally  on  the  Nive,  the  gate  of  entrance  to  the 
plains  of  France.  The  art  of  war,  as  it  was  known  at  the  end 
of  that  warlike  age,  touched  its  perfection  in  that  last  push 
over  the  Pyrenees, 

‘  Followed  up  in  valley  and  glen 
With  blare  of  bugle,  clamour  of  men, 

Roll  of  cannon  and  clash  of  arms. 

And  England  pouring  on  her  foes. 

Such  a  war  had  such  a  close.’ 

Meanwhile  the  battle  of  Leipzig  had  at  one  stroke  secured 
the  independence  of  Germany  as  far  as  the  Rhine.  But  the 
fate  of  Western  Europe  had  yet  to  be  decided.  The  results  of 
Austerlitz  and  Jena  had  been  cancelled,  but  the  boundaries  of 
the  Treaty  of  Amiens  were  still  possible.  Great,  even  in  eclipse, 
was  the  prestige  of  France  and  Napoleon.  The  allies  had  not 
thought  out  their  war-aims  in  Western  Europe  and  were  bitterly 
quarrelling  over  the  districts  already  recovered  in  the  East. 
Their  counsels  were  so  confused  that,  a  few  weeks  after  Leipzig 
the  Austrian  Metternich,  with  the  hasty  concurrence  of  the 
Czar  Alexander  and  of  young  Lord  Aberdeen,  the  British 
representative  on  the  spot,  actually  offered  the  Rhine  frontier 
to  Napoleon.  The  infatuated  man  hesitated  to  accept  peace 
even  on  these  terms,  and  the  opportunity  passed  away. 

Alarmed  by  this  and  other  signs  of  allied  vacillation  and 
want  of  concerted  policy,  the  British  Cabinet,  at  the  new  year, 
sent  its  strong  man,  Lord  Castlereagh,  to  the  Continent  to 
take  charge  of  the  whole  situation.  His  first  business  was  to 
hold  together  the  alliance  as  a  fighting  machine,  until  the  con¬ 
ditions  indispensable  to  Britain’s  security  had  been  won.  These 
conditions,  as  laid  down  by  the  British  Ministers,  included  the 
acceptance  by  the  Powers  of  our  definition  of  the  rules  of  sea- 
warfare;  the  liberation  of  Holland  and  Belgium  from  French 
control;  and  if  possible  the  reduction  of  France  to  her  ‘  ancient 
limits  ’  of  1789,  instead  of  her  ‘  natural  frontier  ’  of  the  Rhine. 
If  security  could  thus  be  obtained,  Great  Britain  was  willing 
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to  be  generous  as  regards  the  restitution  of  many  of  the 
colonies  that  she  had  taken  from  the  French  and  their  allies. 

Our  Ministers  hoped  for  the  restoration  of  the  Bourbons;  but 
they  were  not  yet  at  the  beginning  of  1814  prepared  to  carry 
on  the  war  to  obtain  the  dethronement  of  Napoleon,  much  as 
they  desired  that  final  security  for  a  permanent  peace. 

Such  was  British  policy  in  January  1814,  when  Castlereagh 
came  to  the  Continent  to  give  it  effect.  The  whole  programme 
was  eventually  realised,  as  the  outcome  of  the  storms  and 
chances  of  the  next  two  years,  in  which  the  military  and  diplo¬ 
matic  action  of  W ellington  and  Castlereagh  were  decisive  factors. 

In  1813  and  1814  Castlereagh  played  the  part  that  Wil¬ 
liam  III  and  Marlborough  had  played  more  than  a  hundred 
years  before,  in  holding  together  an  alliance  of  jealous,  selfish, 
weak-kneed  States  and  princes,  by  a  vigour  of  character  and 
singleness  of  purpose  that  held  Metternich,  the  Czar  and  the 
King  of  Prussia  on  the  common  track  until  the  goal  was 
reached.  It  is  quite  possible  that,  but  for  the  lead  taken  by 
Castlereagh  in  the  allied  counsels,  France  would  never  have 
been  reduced  to  her  ancient  limits,  nor  Napoleon  dethroned. 

The  first  great  step  towards  a  European  settlement  was  the 
crossing  of  the  Rhine  by  the  allied  armies,  and  the  successful 
invasion  of  France,  culminating  in  the  capture  of  Paris  and  the  Feb- 
abdication  of  Bonaparte.  This  outcome  was  uncertain  till  the  April 
very  last  moment.  It  was  partly  due  to  Castlereagh’s  recon¬ 
stitution  of  the  Alliance  and  his  insistence  on  fighting  until 
the  ‘  ancient  limits  ’  were  won,  partly  to  Napoleon’s  unwilling¬ 
ness  to  accept  a  peace  that  would  leave  France  any  smaller  than 
she  had  been  when  he  first  became  responsible  for  her  fortunes. 

His  wonderful  victories  with  inadequate  means  in  defence  of 
the  invaded  country  confirmed  him  in  this  unyielding  mood, 
till  it  was  too  late  to  save  either  his  capital  or  his  throne. 

During  these  decisive  weeks  a  large  part  of  his  available  force 
was  still  engaged  in  the  South,  opposing  Wellington’s  invasion. 

With  rare  sacrifice  of  personal  ambition  to  humanity  and  policy, 
the  Duke  had  saved  the  French  population  from  outrage  by 
sending  home  the  Spanish  army  from  the  frontier.  The  battle  April  10, 
of  Toulouse  was  fought  after  Napoleon’s  fall,  but  before  the  1814 
news  had  reached  either  Wellington  or  Soult. 

For  nearly  a  year  Elba  contained  Napoleon,  while  the  Con¬ 
gress  was  sitting  at  Vienna.  In  theory,  all  the  governments  of 
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Europe  were  parties  to  the  Congress.  Actually  the  ‘  big  four,’ 
as  we  should  now  call  them — England,  Russia,  Austria, 
Prussia — reserved  all  important  decisions  to  themselves 
alone. 

Meanwhile  her  ‘  ancient  frontiers  ’  had  been  assigned  to 
conquered  France,  and  the  Bourbons  had  been  restored,  partly 
by  the  allies,  partly  by  the  French  people.  The  policy  of 
Louis  XVIII  was  half  constitutional,  half  reactionary,  but 
wholly  anti-militarist.  The  main  social  changes  of  the  Revo¬ 
lution  were  tacitly  accepted  in  the  new  France.  The  framework 
of  administration  and  government  that  Bonaparte  had  con¬ 
structed  was  taken  over  by  his  successors,  but  his  system  was 
improved  upon  by  the  novelties  of  a  partially  free  press,  and 
the  beginnings  of  a  parliamentary  constitution. 

French  boundaries  having  been  settled  beforehand,  it  was 
intended  to  exclude  France  from  sharing  at  Vienna  in  the  more 
complicated  task  of  dividing  up  the  rest  of  Europe.  But  when 
Castlereagh,  left  to  himself,  failed  to  compose  the  quarrels  of 
Russia,  Prussia  and  Austria,  the  astute  Talleyrand,  acting  as 
the  representative  of  Bourbon  France,  seized  the  occasion  to 
assert  his  country’s  place  with  the  *  big  four  ’  in  these  dis¬ 
cussions.  Castlereagh  was  fain  to  welcome  him  as  fellow- 
moderator.  The  small  countries  and  princes,  on  whose  behalf 
Talleyrand  had  up  till  then  claimed  to  speak,  having  served 
his  turn,  were  now  left  without  a  champion,  and  their  interests 
were  mercilessly  sacrificed  whenever  they  did  not  coincide 
with  those  of  the  Great  Powers. 

The  two  questions  which  so  nearly  involved  the  allies  in 
a  fresh  war  among  themselves,  were  Saxony  and  Poland. 
Prussia  wanted  all  Saxony,  and  Russia  wanted  all  Poland.  The 
Czar  Alexander,  now  in  his  ‘  liberal  ’  phase,  dreamed  of  a 
reunited  and  liberated  Polish  kingdom  as  a  dependance  of  the 
Russian  crown,  with  a  separate  Polish  constitution.1  He  was 
opposed  by  Prussia  and  Austria,  who  wanted  a  divided  and 
enslaved  Poland.  Castlereagh,  fearful  of  Russian  power,  pre¬ 
ferred  their  scheme  at  any  rate  to  the  Czar’s.  Eventually 
Alexander  had  to  cede  portions  of  the  spoil  to  the  two  other 
claimants,  but  he  managed  to  retain  the  lion’s  share  of  the 
Polish  territory.  As  might  have  been  foreseen  by  anyone  but 
the  visionary  Alexander,  the  Polish  constitution  proved  an 

1  Exactly  a  hundred  years  later  this  scheme  was  revived  as  the  first 
programme  of  the  allies  against  Germany. 
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impossible  bed-fellow  for  the  Russian  autocracy,  and  ere  long 
disappeared. 

Prussia’s  claims  on  the  whole  of  Saxony  were  enforced  in 
the  most  aggressive  manner,  till  Castlereagh  took  the  bold 
step  of  forming  an  alliance  with  France  and  Austria  to  resist 
these  pretensions,  if  necessary,  by  war.  Having  thus  brought 
Prussia  to  reason,  he  hastened  to  compensate  her  with  two- 
fifths  of  Saxony  itself,  and  with  Cologne  and  other  extensive 
territories  on  both  sides  of  the  Rhine.  The  aggression  of 
France  in  Central  Europe,  ten  years  before  and  twenty  years 
before,  had  been  largely  due  to  the  absence  of  any  nucleus  of 
opposition  along  her  eastern  border.  The  small,  weak  States 
scattered  along  the  course  of  the  Rhine  had  neither  national 
tradition  nor  military  power.  They  had  become  a  half-willing 
prey  to  the  propagandist  armies  of  the  Republic,  and  had  formed 
for  Napoleon  the  obsequious  Confederation  of  the  Rhine<  After 
this  experience  it  was  not  unnatural  that  England  should  in  1 8 1 5 
assist  Prussia  to  become  the  champion  of  the  Fatherland  in  the 
‘  Watch  on  the  Rhine  ’  against  France.  The  gentler  and  more 
liberal  civilisation  of  Western  Germany,  having  proved  its  own 
incompetence  in  self-defence,  was  subjected  to  the  despotic 
and  military  ideals  of  Berlin.  Under  Napoleon  the  West  of 
Europe  had  unwisely  tried  to  conquer  and  hold  down  the  East : 
the  East  was  now  rolling  back  upon  the  West,  not  altogether 
to  the  advantage  of  civilisation. 

Castlereagh  also  endeavoured  to  strengthen  the  guard 
of  Europe  along  the  French  frontier  at  two  other  points,  by 
uniting  Belgium  to  Holland  and  Genoa  to  Piedmont.  The 
first  of  these  policies  broke  down  in  1830.  But  the  aggrandise¬ 
ment  of  the  Italian  frontier  State  of  Piedmont  in  the  long  run 
helped  to  make  it  the  nucleus  of  a  Liberal  kingdom  of  all  Italy. 
Castlereagh,  who  had  no  sympathy  with  the  Italian  Liberals  of 
his  day,  did  not  foresee  any  such  outcome  to  his  policy,  for 
Piedmont  was  then  a  reactionary  State.  But  the  later  develop¬ 
ment  of  Victor  Emmanuel’s  kingdom  was  all  of  a  piece  with 
Castlereagh’s  scheme  of  erecting  barriers  against  French 
aggression  in  Italy,  and  justified,  in  result  if  not  in  intention, 
the  annexation  of  the  former  territory  of  the  oligarchical  re¬ 
public  of  Genoa  to  the  Piedmontese  monarchy.  But  in  1814. 
and  for  many  years  afterwards  the  treatment  of  Genoa  was  a 
stone  of  offence  to  all  Liberal  critics  of  the  Treaties  of  Vienna. 
And  it  was  to  Austrian  domination  in  Italy  that  Castlereagh 
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mainly  looked  for  security  against  the  return  of  French  armies 
into  the  plain  of  the  Po. 

On  March  i,  1815,  Napoleon  returned  from  Elba  and 
the  ‘  Hundred  Days  ’  began.  It  will  always  be  a  point  of  con¬ 
troversy  how  far  his  lightning  restoration  was  the  act  of  the 
French  nation,  how  far  of  the  army  alone.  But  the  British 
Government  had  no  time  to  institute  nice  inquiries.  It  had  to 
decide  at  once.  When  Napoleon,  speaking  once  more  from 
the  Tuileries,  offered  to  become  a  constitutional  monarch,  and 
to  live  at  peace  with  Europe  on  the  terms  of  the  treaties  of 
1814,  there  were  risks  in  treating  him  as  an  outlaw.  For  if  the 
French  people  were  prepared  to  fight  to  the  death  to  prevent 
his  deposition,  the  Allies,  who  had  a  few  weeks  back  so  nearly 
come  to  blows  among  themselves,  would  certainly  not  hold 
together  for  another  protracted  struggle.  Judging  by  past 
experience,  England  would  soon  find  herself  deserted,  and  be 
back  again  in  the  isolated  position  she  had  so  often  occupied  in 
the  course  of  the  late  war.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  the  return 
from  Elba  was  the  work  of  the  soldiers  alone,  a  victory  by 
Wellington  would  settle  the  affair. 

The  British  Ministers  declared  themselves  ready  to  wage 
war  so  long  as  Napoleon  remained  on  the  throne  of  France. 
This  bold  decision  was  attacked  by  the  Whig  leaders,  but  it 
was  justified  by  the  event.  Probably  the  speed  and  complete- 
une  18,  ness  of  the  triumph  at  Waterloo  had  much  to  do  with  the  accept- 
1815  ance  by  the  French  people  of  ordeal  by  a  single  battle.  When 
the  feelings  are  divided,  it  is  the  event  that  counts.  France  was 
not  wholly  for  the  Bourbons  or  wholly  for  Napoleon,  but  she 
was  wholly  for  a  settled  government. 

Wellington’s  victory  was  even  more  remarkable  than  it 
seemed.  For  Napoleon’s  army  largely  consisted  of  veterans 
brought  back  from  their  prisons  in  Eastern  Europe,  while  the 
victors  who  bore  the  brunt  of  their  attack  were  a  relatively 
small  number  of  British  recruits,  taking  the  place  of  our  Penin¬ 
sular  regiments  not  yet  returned  from  the  wretched  war  in 
America.1  Our  raw  troops  stood  the  long  and  terrible  ordeal, 
because  of  their  confidence  in  the  Duke,  and  because  he 

1  At  Waterloo  Wellington  had  27,000  British  (of  whom  7000  were 
killed  or  wounded)  and  about  40,000  foreigners,  some  good,  some  worth¬ 
less.  Napoleon  had  on  the  field  74,000  French  and  a  great  superiority  of 
guns.  The  arrival  of  Bliicher  turned  the  weight  of  numbers  against  the 
French,  but  not  till  the  evening. 
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appeared  again  and  again  to  take  charge  at  the  critical  point 
and  the  critical  moment,  at  great  risk  to  himself  and  at  the  cost 
of  nearly  all  his  staff.  Next  day,  in  Brussels,  he  said  to  his 
gossip  Creevey,  ‘  It  has  been  a  dlmned  nice  thing,— the  near¬ 
est  run  thing  you  ever  saw  in  your  life.  ...  By  God,  I  don’t 
think  it  would  have  done  if  I  had  not  been  there.’ 

The  brilliant  strategy  with  which  Napoleon  had  opened 
the  campaign,  nearly  drove  asunder  the  British  and  Prussian 
armies.  Elis  failure  was  due  to  his  strategical  errors  of  the  last 
three  days,  his  great  inferiority  to  Wellington  as  a  tactician  on 
the  field  of  battle,  the  mistakes  of  several  of  his  subordinate 
commanders,  the  superiority  of  our  line  formation  and  volley¬ 
firing,  and  the  determined  energy  with  which  old  Bliicher 
brought  up  his  Prussians  after  Napoleon  had  written  them  off 
as  in  full  retreat. 

A  political  element  should  be  added  to  the  causes  of  French 
defeat, — the  indiscipline  and  self-distrust  of  the  newly  levied 
army  of  veterans.  It  had  scarcely  had  time  to  be  brigaded  ; 
men  and  officers  did  not  know  their  immediate  chiefs,  or,  if 
they  did,  distrusted  their  loyalty.  The  pure  Napoleonic  zeal 
was  found  only  in  the  ranks.  The  higher  the  officers,  the 
more  stron  gly  they  felt  the  desire  for  peace,  and  the  greater  their 
misgiving  as  to  the  issue  of  a  new  war  against  Europe.  Never 
did  the  French  show  greater  courage  than  on  that  day,  but  it  was 
ill  directed.  Officers  dashed  their  troops  forward  at  the  wrong 
moment  for  fear  of  being  suspected  of  treason.  Finally,  at  the 
sunset  hour,  the  panic  cry  of  Nous  sommes  trahis  gave  to  the 
military  defeat  a  completeness  that  was  essentially  political,  but 
which  for  a  hundred  years  deceived  the  world  as  to  the  power 
of  endurance  and  resistance  in  the  armies  of  France. 

The  reputation  of  England  and  Wellington  was  immensely 
enhanced  by  the  campaign.  The  Peninsula  had  been  .the 
greatest  of  ‘  side-shows.’  But  Waterloo  broke  the  neck  of  the 
war  and  dethroned  Napoleon  in  a  day. 

Prussia  shared  with  England  in  the  prestige  of  Waterloo. 
But  she  threw  away  the  opportunities  of  her  position  by  an 
uncouth  desire  for  revenge  on  France,  by  military  brutalities 
to  the  population,  and  by  a  policy  of  demanding  the  dismember¬ 
ment  of  the  French  provinces,  beginning  with  Alsace-Lorraine 
and  the  north-eastern  frontier.  British  public  opinion  also 
was  for  the  moment  much  inflamed  against  France  after  the 
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Hundred  Days,  and  our  Cabinet  was  shaken  in  its  generous 
policy.  But  the  Czar  Alexander  remained  a  friend  of  Bourbon 
France,  while  Castlereagh  and  Wellington,  disgusted  with  the 
behaviour  of  the  Prussian  army  of  occupation,  stood  firm  for 
the  policy  of  ‘  security  not  revenge,’  which  they  finally  suc¬ 
ceeded  in  inducing  the  Cabinet  to  support.  Their  scorn  of 
popular  opinion  and  its  moods,  whether  in  the  City  or  the 
clubs,  was  on  this  occasion  most  serviceable  to  Europe.  In¬ 
deed,  although  the  defects  of  the  settlement  of  1815  resulted 
from  its  being  made  by  irresponsible  monarchs  and  anti- 
popular  statesmen,  its  merits  in  relation  to  the  treatment  of 
France  were  owing  not  a  little  to  the  absence  of  all  democratic 
control  in  the  critical  treaty-making  months  that  follow  the 
end  of  a  great  war,  while  popular  passions  are  still  at  blood- 
heat. 

So  the  British  soldier  and  the  British  statesman  prevented 
the  dismemberment  of  France,  and  handed  back  the  French 
colonies,  with  the  trifling  exceptions  of  Mauritius,  Tobago  and 
St.  Lucia.  But  while  they  scorned  revenge,  they  insisted  on 
security.  They  took  a  leading  part  in  the  formation  of  a  new 
alliance  pledged  to  prevent  by  arms  the  return  of  Napoleon. 
France  had  to  pay  a  moderate  indemnity,  and  while  it  was  being 
1815-18  paid  a  portion  of  her  territory  was  occupied  for  three  years  by 
allied  troops  under  the  command  of  Wellington. 

The  European  Alliance  to  prevent  the  return  of  Napoleon 
or  any  of  his  family  to  the  throne  was  largely  the  work  of 
Castlereagh.  But  he  refused  to  let  England  be  a  party  to 
another  treaty,  which  the  idealist  Czar  induced  his  ‘  brothers  ’ 
Sept-  of  Austria  and  Prussia  to  sign.  By  the  Treaty  of  the  Holy 
1815  Alliance,  each  of  God’s  self-appointed  viceregents  solemnly 
undertook  to  regulate  his  home  and  foreign  policy  according  to 
the  principles  of  the  Christian  religion,  ‘  namely,  the  precepts  of 
justice,  Christian  charity  and  peace,’  since  ‘  the  three  allied 
Princes  look  on  themselves  as  merely  delegated  by  Providence 
to  govern  the  three  branches  of  one  family,  namely,  Austria, 
Prussia  and  Russia.’  To  Castlereagh,  all  this  was  ‘  a  piece  of 
sublime  mysticism  and  nonsense.’  Indeed,  his  objections  to 
the  Holy  Alliance  of  1815  were  not  those  of  a  Liberal,  but  of 
an  unsentimental  Englishman.  Nor,  as  Minister  of  a  constitu¬ 
tional  State,  had  he  any  intention  of  allowing  the  Prince  Regent 
to  sign  treaties  on  his  personal  account,  as  if  it  were  he  who 
directed  the  policy  of  Britain.  At  the  time  that  Castlereagh 
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first  took  objection  to  the  treaty,  the  principles  of  the  Christian 
religion  invoked  in  the  document  meant  nothing  in  particular. 
It  was  only  later  that  they  came  to  be  interpreted  by  the  signa¬ 
tories  to  mean  despotism  and  obscurantism,  as  Alexander 
passed  out  of  his  liberal  phase  and  fell  under  the  influence  of 
Metternich. 

A  more  practical  ‘  Holy  Alliance  ’  which  Castlereagh  urged 
with  partial  success  upon  the  Congress,  was  world-wide  co¬ 
operation  to  put  down  the  slave-trade.  The  English  people, 
divided  on  so  much  else,  were  now  united  in  a  passionate 
enthusiasm  for  this  particular  use  of  our  maritime  powers. 
On  this  point  the  Evangelicals  had  at  length  captured  the  Tory 
party,  where  the  slave-trade  had  once  found  many  friends. 

The  new  Colonial  Empire  that  was  to  replace  the  lost 
American  colonies  was  slowly  rising.  It  has  already  been 
shown  how  the  war  hastened  the  growth  of  our  power  in  India. 
Canada  and  Australia  were  little  affected  by  the  Napoleonic 
struggle  or  by  the  treaties  that  ended  it.1  But  we  had  to  decide 
in  1815  how  many  of  the  colonies  and  ports  of  call  all  over  the 
world,  then  in  our  hands  as  prizes  of  war,  we  intended  per¬ 
manently  to  retain.  In  that  generation  stations  and  ports  of 
call  were  more  highly  valued  by  our  statesmen  than  colonies. 
So  Malta  was  kept;  and  Mauritius;  and  the  Cape  of  Good 
Hope  as  the  key  of  the  route  to  India,  though  it  turned  out 
later  to  be  a  very  large  colony  in  disguise.  Dutch  Ceylon,  too, 
was  kept  as  an  appendix  to  India;  and  Danish  Heligoland, 
which  had  proved  a  most  useful  centre  for  smuggling  goods 
into  Germany  during  our  fight  with  the  Napoleonic  embargo. 

But  on  the  whole  we  were  generous  in  our  restorations. 
France  and  Denmark  got  back  their  most  valuable  islands. 
Holland,  to  whom  we  had  assigned  the  doubtful  boon  of  Bel¬ 
gium,  lost  indeed  the  Cape  and  Ceylon,  but  we  paid  her  three 
million  sterling  for  what  is  now  British  Guiana,  where  before 
the  war  British  planters  had  lived  under  the  Dutch  flag.  Above 
all,  we  restored  to  Holland  her  wealthy  empire  in  the  East 
Indies :  Java  was  given  back  to  the  Dutch  in  1815,  and  shortly 
afterwards  we  ceded  to  them  our  ports  and  interests  in  Suma¬ 
tra.  It  was  the  more  remarkable  because  the  brief  period  of 
our  occupation  had  been  signalised  by  the  work  of  one  of 
the  greatest  and  best  servants  our  Empire  ever  possessed, 
Sir  Stamford  Raffles.  He  was  perhaps  the  first  European 
1  See  pp.  1 75-1 77.  below,  for  Canada  and  the  American  war  of  1812-4. 
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who  successfully  brought  modern  humanitarian  and  scientific 
methods  to  bear  on  the  improvement  of  the  natives  and  their 
lot.  Finally,  in  1824,  the  trading  station  of  Singapore  was  all 
that  Britain  chose  to  retain  of  Raffles’  legacy  in  the  Malay 
Archipelago — until  in  the  following  generation  an  equally 
remarkable  man,  ‘  Rajah  ’  Brooke  of  Sarawak,  without  official 
aid,  won  northern  Borneo  by  sheer  force  of  personality  and 
by  the  best  British  methods  of  treating  native  races. 

The  greatest  gains  with  which  Britain  emerged  from  the 
war  did  not  appear  in  the  treaties.  There  were  the  unrivalled 
supremacy  of  our  navy  and  of  our  mercantile  marine;  the  repu¬ 
tation  of  having  been  the  only  Power  that  consistently  withstood 
Napoleon;  the  possession  of  a  Parliamentary  system  now  more 
than  ever  the  envy  of  *  less  happier  lands  ’  since  the  relative 
failure  of  ‘  French  principles  ’  of  liberty.  With  these  advan¬ 
tages  we  faced  the  coming  era. 

The  policy  embodied  in  the  treaties  of  1815  was,  in  some 
of  its  chief  aspects,  generous  and  wise.  It  prevented  a  war  of 
revenge  by  France,  and  it  gave  security  to  the  British  Empire 
for  a  hundred  years ;  on  Both  counts  the  policy  of  Castlereagh 
had  been  the  decisive  factor.  The  defect  of  the  settlement, 
destined  to  imperil  Britain  once  more  when  the  wheel  had 
come  full  circle,  was  its  entire  neglect  of  the  craving  of  the 
European  peoples  for  nationality  and  for  freedom.  While 
France  secured  the  rudiments  of  constitutional  government 
under  the  ‘  charter,’  of  which  Talleyrand  and  the  strange  Czar 
Alexander  had  been  the  chief  advocates,  Germans,  Italians 
and  Spaniards  were  thrust  back  under  the  crudest  forms  of 
reactionary  despotism,  and  the  populations  of  Poland,  Belgium, 
Italy  and  Germany  were  treated  as  mere  assets  and  counters 
in  bargains  over  the  personal  claims  of  alien  sovereigns.  It 
will  always  be  open  to  controversy  how  far  this  was  inevitable 
in  view  of  the  attitude  of  the  Prussian,  Austrian  and  Russian 
governments ;  or  how  far  England  might  have  made  a  stand  on 
the  lines  of  Canning’s  policy  a  few  years  later,  if  it  had  not 
been  for  the  ultra-Tory  doctrines  of  the  Cabinet.  It  is  certain 
that  Castlereagh,  not  from  negligence  but  on  a  consistent  line 
of  policy,  in  this  respect  did  practically  nothing.  But  it  is  more 
than  doubtful  whether  he  could  have  done  anything  if  he  had 
tried.  Britain  was  not  the  lord  of  the  land,  but  of  the  ocean, 
and  where  Prussia,  Russia  and  Austria  were  agreed,  they  were 
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in  a  position  to  impose  their  will  on  Central  and  most  of 
Western  Europe.  That  was  the  price  that  Europe  paid  for 
the  overthrow  of  Napoleon. 

Closely  connected  with  this  first  defect  in  the  settlement 
was  another.  The  new  distribution  of  territory  fostered  the 
undue  growth  in  the  European  polity  of  the  three  Eastern 
despotisms,  who  would  certainly  be  able  to  overpower  German 
popular  liberties  and  might  some  day  be  too  strong  for  France 
and  England  combined.  Not  only  were  popular  wishes  abso¬ 
lutely  ignored,  but  even  the  principle  of  ‘  legitimacy  ’ — that  is 
to  say,  the  restoration  of  states  and  sovereigns  as  they  had  been 
before  17  89 — was  adhered  to  only  where  it  suited  Russia, 
Prussia  and  Austria.  Wherever  the  province  in  question  was 
coveted  by  one  of  the  Great  Powers,  historical  claims  were 
pleaded  in  vain.  The  kingdom  of  Poland,  as  it  had  existed 
in  179  2,  was  not  accounted  ‘legitimate’  in  1814.  Part  of  the 
kingdom  of  Saxony  and  the  prince  bishoprics  of  the  Rhine  were 
given  to  Prussia.  The  Republic  of  Venice  and  its'Adriatic  sea¬ 
board  went  to  Austria.  On  the  other  hand,  since  the  Temporal 
Power  of  the  Pope  over  Central  Italy  suited  Austria’s  game,  it 
was  restored,  as  if  the  eighteenth  century  had  come  back  again. 
Protestant  England  set  her  seal  to  the  arrangement,  for  the 
overthrow  of  which  she  was  destined  forty-five  years  later  to 
hold  the  ring  as  an  enthusiastic  assistant. 

The  net  result  was  that  Russia,  Prussia  and  Austria  were 
left  with  the  chief  power  on  the  Continent,  even  if  France  and 
England  for  a  while  longer  held  the  intellectual  lead.  This 
eastern  and  despotic  predominance  proved  fatal  to  continental 
liberties  in  1848-9,  was  recognised  as  the  unwritten  law  of 
Europe  after  1870,  and  has  only  been  brought  to  an  end  by 
the  terrible  and  costly  convulsion  of  our  own  day.  But  again 
we  may  ask,  how  could  Castlereagh  have  endeavoured,  after 
Napoleon  was  conquered,  to  go  back  on  the  promises  by  which 
alone  Russia,  Austria  and  Prussia  had  been  induced  to  carry 
through  the  war  of  liberation  ? 

Thus  the  merits  of  the  great  settlement  associated  with 
the  names  of  Wellington  and  Castlereagh  gave  Britain  security 
which  she  used  for  a  hundred  years  of  progress  in  liberty  and 
high  civilisation  ;  while  the  defects  of  the  same  settlement,  for 
which  also  they  were  in  part  though  in  smaller  degree  respon¬ 
sible,  set  a  date  to  that  happiness  in  the  end. 
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CHAPTER  IX 

The  Industrial  Revolution — Rural :  enclosures  and  Speenhamland — Urban : 
machines  and  factories — Coal  and  iron — Cotton  and  wool — Material 
and  moral  influences  on  the  new  society — Popular  education — The 
Mechanics. 

The  disciples  of  Burke  and  Eldon,  with  unconscious  irony, 
daily  proclaimed  their  aversion  to  change  of  every  sort.  They 
failed  to  understand  that  they  themselves  were  living  in  the 
midst  of  a  revolution  more  profound  than  that  which  drew  all 
their  thoughts  across  the  Channel.  Nor  did  they  lift  a  finger 
to  check  its  headlong  course. 

Since  it  was  the  destiny  of  the  human  race  that  the  com¬ 
monest  methods  of  bread-winning  and  production  were  to 
undergo  changes  incomparably  more  rapid  than  those  of  any 
previous  age,  there  must  in  any  case  have  been  terrible  suffering 
while  the  life  of  a  whole  people  was  being  thus  uprooted.  But 
the  misery  in  England,  necessarily  great,  was  increased  by  the 
political  and  intellectual  atmosphere  of  the  period  in  which  the 
change  began,  just  as  it  was  greatly  relieved  by  the  more 
humane  politics  and  more  liberal  thought  of  the  middle  and 
later  nineteenth  century. 

When  George  III  ascended  the  throne  on  the  eve  of  the 
Industrial  Revolution,  the  English  labourer  was  in  most  cases 
a  countryman.  He  enjoyed  not  a  few  of  the  amenities  of  the 
pleasant  old-world  life,  and  often  some  personal  independence, 
and  some  opportunity  of  bettering  his  position.  For  a  variety 
of  reasons,  real  wages  had  been  fairly  good  in  the  first  part  of 
the  eighteenth  century.  The  labourers  and  the  small  farmers 
had  reason  for  the  traditional  pride  that  they  felt  as  ‘  free-born 
Englishmen,’  and  they  appear  to  have  looked  up  to  the  gentry, 
more  often  than  not,  without  envy  or  resentment.  This  happy 
state  of  society  did  once  in  some  sort  exist,  although  at  the  time 
when  anti-Jacobin  writers  invoked  it  as  an  ideal  to  rally  Britons 
against  the  republican  doctrines,  it  was  passing  into  the  land  of 
dreams,  yielding  place  to  the  grim  realities  of  Cobbett’s  England. 

The  ‘  labouring  poor  ’  in  the  eighteenth  century  had  en¬ 
joyed  many  privileges,  but  they  had  lacked  political  power. 
This  weakness  proved  their  undoing  alike  in  town  and  country, 
when  the  world  of  old  custom,  which  had  so  long  afforded  them 
a  partial  shelter,  was  destroyed  by  the  Industrial  Revolution. 
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When  the  common,  the  cow,  the  garden,  the  strips  of  corn 
land,  the  cottage  industries,  and  the  good  wages  of  the  early 
Georgian  period  disappeared  together,  the  poor  had  no  means 
of  demanding  analogous  benefits  under  any  new  system.  They 
had  neither  the  influence  nor  the  knowledge  to  plead  so  as  to 
be  heard,  either  before  Parliament,  or  before  their  more  imme¬ 
diate  lords,  the  Justices  of  the  Peace. 

The  wealthy  classes  then  enjoyed,  to  a  degree  seldom 
paralleled  in  our  history,  a  monopoly  of  every  form  of  power. 
They  had  done  more  to  earn  and  deserve  it  than  any  conti¬ 
nental  noblesse ,  but  it  was  excessive.  Because  their  position  was 
unchallenged,  they  fell  unconsciously  and  almost  innocently 
into  the  habit  of  considering  all  national  and  economic  prob¬ 
lems  in  terms  consonant  with  their  own  interest. 

The  effective  political  economy  of  this  period  that  guided 
the  action  of  Parliament,  of  the  Justices  of  the  Peace,  of  the 
new  millowners,  of  the  enclosing  landlords,  was  a  selection  and 
exaggeration  of  those  parts  of  Adam  Smith,  Malthus  and 
Ricardo  which  suited  the  acquisition  of  wealth  by  the  wealthy, 
and  a  qtiiet  ignoring  of  the  other  doctrines  of  those  eminent 
philosophers.1  Such  is  the  way  in  which  any  class,  high  or  low, 
rich  or  poor,  is  sure  to  treat  political  economy,  where  it  is  not 
checked  by  the  presence  in  the  controversial  arena  of  other 
classes  in  a  position  to  make  their  side  of  the  question  heard. 

In  the  days  of  Pitt  and  Castlereagh,  the  average  respectable 
man  sincerely  believed  that  Malthus  had  shown  poverty  to  be 
inevitable  for  the  majority  of  mankind  on  account  of  the  natural 
increase  of  population  ;  that  the  object  of  labour  was  not,  as 
had  formerly  been  thought,  to  supply  a  comfortable  subsistence 
to  the  producers  in  the  village  community,  but  to  turn  out  the 
greatest  possible  quantity  of  goods  and  so  increase  the  nation’s 
wealth;  that  this  could  best  be  achieved  by  freeing  agriculture 

1  Thus  Adam  Smith  was  opposed  to  protective  duties  and  to  State  inter¬ 
ference  against  labourers’  combinations.  Malthus  favoured  factory  Acts  and 
national  education.  He  and  Ricardo  both  favoured  Parliamentary  reform, 
and  both  took  part  in  the  movement  for  the  repeal  of  Pitt’s  Combination 
Acts  against  Trade  Unions.  Neither  of  them  really  preached  the  dogmatic 
despair  about  the  possibility  of  bettering  the  condition  of  the  working 
classes,  which  was  supposed  to  be  their  comfortable  doctrine  for  the  well- 
to-do.  McCulloch,  with  his  wages  fund  theory  in  the  next  generation,  made 
their  doctrines  more  rigid  and  inhuman  ;  his  was  the  '  dismal  science  ’ 
indeed. — (Adam  Smith’s  Wealth  of  Nations,  published  1776.  Rev.  T.  R.  Mal¬ 
thus’  Essay  on  Population,  1798  (revised  edition,  1803).  Ricardo’s  Principles 
of  Political  Economy  and  Taxation,  1817.  McCulloch’s  Essay  on  the  Rale  of 
Wages,  1826.) 
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and  industry  from  obsolete  rights  and  customs;  that  common 
wastes  and  communal  tillage  must  be  abolished,  together  with 
apprenticeship  and  all  forms  of  regulation  of  industry.  It 
was  held  that  the  attempt  of  the  State  through  the  magistrates 
to  settle  wages  fairly  between  employer  and  workman  was  an 
antiquated  absurdity,  because  it  was  impossible  to  interfere 
with  the  inexorable  economic  laws  which  alone  fixed  what  the 
wage  must  be  ;  that  for  the  same  reason  combinations  of  work¬ 
men  to  raise  wages  must  be  punished  as  crimes,  more  especially 
as  they  were  politically  dangerous  and  Jacobinical  ;  that  on  the 
other  hand  the  masters,  who  alone  understood  the  needs  of  an 
industry,  could  properly  consult  together  as  to  what  wages  it 
could  bear  ;  that  it  was  impossible  for  the  State  to  interfere  in 
any  respect  with  the  bargains  that  a  master  made  with  a  work¬ 
man,  either  as  regards  the  hours,  pay  or  conditions  of  his  own 
or  his  children’s  labour  ;  and  finally,  that  if  the  working  classes 
obtained  power  they  would  use  it  to  burn  more  ricks,  smash 
more  machinery,  and  destroy  society  like  the  French  Jacobins. 

Much  of  this  creed  was  common  ground  between  Whigs 
and  Tories.  The  Foxite  Whigs  were  indeed  ready  to  enfran¬ 
chise  the  middle  classes,  and  to  allow  the  poor  to  hold  political 
meetings,  but  they  failed  to  comprehend  the  economic  and 
social  realities  below.1  So,  too,  this  same  one-sided  philosophy 
satisfied,  during  the  Napoleonic  war,  both  the  unenfranchised 
millowners  and  the  landlord  governors  of  the  Empire.  The 
Corn  Law  of  1815  brought  the  first  serious  discord,  for  while 
the  landlords  were  persuaded  that  corn  must  be  kept  artificially 
at  eighty  shillings  a  quarter  or  the  State  would  perish,  the 
master  manufacturers  thought  that  this  was  a  gross  interfer¬ 
ence  with  trade.  So  began  the  rift  between  upper  and  middle 
class,  which  gradually  widened  into  such  a  chasm  that  labour 
from  below  was  able  to  thrust  through  its  head. 

We  have  already  indicated2  the  nature  of  the  revolution  in 
agriculture  which  between  1760  and  1840  transformed  so 
much  land  from  wastes  and  open  fields  to  the  chess-board  of 

1  Lord  Holland,  indeed,  opposed  Pitt’s  Combination  Laws  against  Trade 
Unions,  and  a  dozen  years  later  Byron  and  he  in  1812  spoke  up  for  the  Lud¬ 
dites,  when  Byron  told  the  House  of  Lords  in  his  maiden  speech  :  ‘  I  have 
been  in  some  of  the  most  oppressed  provinces  of  Turkey,  but  never  under 
the  most  despotic  of  infidel  governments  did  I  behold  such  squalid  wretched¬ 
ness  as  I  have  seen  since  my  return  in  the  very  heart  of  a  Christian  country.’ 

*  Pp.  6-8,  above. 


IMPROVING  LANDLORDS  i45 

hedge  and  ditch  that  we  know  so  well  to-day.  These  changes 
were  effected  under  the  leadership  of  ‘  improving  landlords.’ 
Such  a  one  was  Coke  of  Norfolk,  George  Ill’s  enemy  and,  in 
Norfolk,  one  might  say  rival,  with  his  Holkham  sheepshearings, 
famous  over  two  hemispheres.  He  reigned  from  the  beginning 
of  the  American  Revolution  to  the  premiership  of  Peel,  spent 
half  a  million  on  his  estate,  transformed  it  from  something 
little  better  than  a  rabbit-warren  into  one  of  the  most  produc¬ 
tive  districts  of  England,  and  raised  his  rental  from  £2,200  to 
£20,000  a  year.  He  was  adored  by  all  classes  in  the  country¬ 
side,  for  he  had  made  their  fortunes.  His  life  was  a  mixture  of 
the  patriarchal  and  the  progressive — old  English  of  the  best. 

During  the  half-century  that  followed  the  accession  of 
George  III,  our  country  led  the  world  in  the  scientific  progress 
of  agriculture,  largely  because  the  grandees  of  that  period, 
besides  being  men  of  high  education  and  experience  in  great 
affairs,  loved  their  country  homes  and  the  company  of  their 
rural  neighbours,  and  depended  on  their  estates  for  their  vast 
incomes. 

They  invested  much  capital  in  the  improvement  of  land, 
and  were  amply  rewarded  by  rents  that  often  rose  during  the 
Napoleonic  wars  to  four  or  five  times  what  they  had  been  in 
the  former  generation. 

The  mouthpiece  and  inspirer  of  these  men  in  the  hey-day 
of  their  agricultural  zeal  was  Arthur  Young,  at  once  the  prac¬ 
tical  and  literary  leader  of  English  country  life  during  the 
period  of  its  revolution.  His  patriotic  idealism  drew  him  into 
a  crusade  against  the  waste  lands  ;  he  saw  that,  if  properly 
enclosed  and  cultivated,  they  would  yield  far  more  than  the 
gains  made  by  the  poor  of  the  neighbourhood  whose  cattle 
wandered  by  right  over  these  commons.  He  was  no  less 
zealous  against  the  great  open-field  of  the  midland  village  with 
its  hundreds  of  tiny  strips 1  ;  he  desired  to  see  it  hedged  round 
into  a  score  of  fair-sized  fields  under  farmers  with  enterprise 
and  capital.  Communal  tillage  was  an  anachronism,  mon¬ 
strously  perpetuating  into  the  age  of  enlightenment  the  methods 
by  which  Piers  the  Ploughman  had  toiled  on  the  manors  of 
John  of  Gaunt. 

Young  saw  his  dreams  realised.  In  whole  districts  the  very 
landscape  was  changed  according  to  his  desire.  The  break-up 
of  the  old  cautious  peasant  life  helped  the  population  to  increase 

1  See  p.  6,  above. 
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at  a  pace  unknown  during  the  long  centuries  of  ‘  subsistence 
agriculture.’  The  enclosures  helped  England,  by  producing 
more  corn  and  wealth,  to  survive  the  economic  struggle  with 
Napoleon.  But  unfortunately  they  had  also  another  effect, 
which  their  chief  author  in  the  latter  part  of  his  life  had  the 
humanity  to  recognise  and  the  manhood  to  proclaim.  In  1 801, 
Arthur  Young  wrote  to  tell  his  fellow-countrymen  that:  ‘  By 
nineteen  out  of  twenty  Enclosure  Bills  the  poor  are  injured 
and  most  grossly.’ 

Enclosure  on  a  great  scale  was  absolutely  necessary  in 
order  to  increase  corn  production  and  to  keep  pace  with  the 
changes  in  industry.  But  the  method  adopted  from  1760  to 
1840  was  too  uniform  and  paid  too  little  regard  to  social 
consequences.  Enclosure  of  open  fields  and  common  wastes, 
which  meant  the  disappearance  of  innumerable  small  rights 
and  properties,  was  during  this  period  conducted  by  a  long 
series  of  private  Acts  of  Parliament,  promoted  by  local  land¬ 
lords  and  passed  by  two  Houses  composed  almost  entirely  of 
that  same  class.  The  compensation  given  to  the  dispossessed 
commoner  or  small  holder  was  too  often  inadequate,  usually 
taking  the  form  of  a  little  money;  the  recipient  had  seldom  any 
chance  of  setting  up  again  as  a  farmer  under  the  new  system, 
where  considerable  capital  was  required,  if  only  for  the  neces¬ 
sary  fencing.1 

The  legislators  saw  nothing  but  the  good  side  of  what  they 
did.  The  new  fashion  of  economic  and  political  thought  no 
longer  judged  things  by  the  old  criterion  of  rearing  indepen¬ 
dent  families,  but  by  the  aggregate  national  wealth.  The  doc¬ 
trine  not  only  attracted  philosophers  and  patriots,  but  suited 
the  game-preserving  lords  and  squires,  who  rejoiced  in  the 
disappearance  of  the  independent  classes,  the  yeoman  free¬ 
holder  and  the  small  cottar  on  the  edge  of  the  common,  because 
the  countryside  was  thus  rid  of  rebels  to  feudal  authority,  and 
actual  or  potential  poachers.  Indeed,  by  the  time  the  social 
consequences  of  the  movement  began  to  be  plain,  the  anti- 
Jacobin  feeling  of  the  new  age  openly  welcomed  the  enclosure 
of  common  land  as  a  means  of  keeping  the  people  in  their 
place.  The  use  of  common  land  by  labourers  ‘  operates  upon 
the  mind  as  a  sort  of  independence,’  we  read  in  Mr.  Bishton’s 
Report  on  Shropshire  sent  to  the  Board  of  Agriculture  in 
1794:  but  when  the  remaining  commons  are  enclosed,  then 
1  See  p.  425,  below,  Appendix,  Enclosures  of  Land  (b). 


ENCLOSURE  OF  LAND  147 

‘  that  subordination  of  the  lower  ranks  of  society,  which  in  the 
present  times  is  mu*ch  wanted,  would  be  hereby  considerably 
secured.’  The  labourers,  who  are  to  be  housed  in  cottages 
supplied  by  their  employers,  will  then  work  every  day  instead 
of  idling  about  on  their  own  patches,  and  their  children,  who 
are  now  growing  up  wild,  lazy  and  vicious  will  be  ‘  taught  to 
read  and  put  out  to  labour  early.’  Mr.  Bishton  and  many  others 
believed,  from  their  own  personal  observation,  that  the  econ¬ 
omic  as  well  as  the  moral  condition  of  the  squatter  on  the 
common  would  be  improved  if  he  was  turned  off  it  and  given 
no  choice  but  to  work  as  a  farm  hand. 

Not  only  the  squatter  on  the  common,  but  the  small  yeoman 
disappeared,  even  out  of  regions  like  Kent  and  Devon,  where 
enclosure  had  taken  place  in  former  centuries  in  a  manner 
compatible  with  small  farming.  Undoubtedly  more  corn  had 
to  be  grown,  and  could  be  best  grown  on  large  farms.  But  the 
movement  in  that  direction  was  too  universal  and  uniform, 
even  from  the  standpoint  of  production.  While  the  large  farm 
was  best  for  corn,  poultry  and  livestock  on  the  other  hand  were 
best  reared  and  sold  by  the  small  farmer  and  by  his  wife,  who 
took  the  eggs,  butter  and  pigs  to  market,  or  supplied  geese 
and  turkeys  to  the  great  towns.  The  big  farmers  would  not  be 
bothered  with  these  things ;  they  produced  corn  on  the  grand 
scale  and  thought  of  nothing  else.  Under  the  impetus  of 
Napoleonic  prices  they  took  the  plough  over  lands  quite  un¬ 
suitable  for  corn.  When  the  fall  in  the  price  of  corn  came,  they 
had  too  often  no  other  string  to  their  bow. 

The  enclosures  had  increased  the  food  supply  and  the 
national  wealth;  but  the  increased  wealth  had  gone  chiefly  in 
rent  to  the  landlord,  in  tithe  to  the  parson,  and  to  the  pocket 
of  the  more  fortunate  of  the  big  farmers.1  The  lower  middle 
class  had  become  poor,  and  the  poor  had  become  paupers. 
Agricultural  progress  had  been  so  handled  as  to  bring  disaster 
to  the  working  agriculturist.  This  would  have  been  avoided 

1  Cobbett  thus  describes  the  change  of  manners  and  style  of  living  that 
accompanied  the  increased  wealth  of  the  tenant  farmer  :  '  The  English  far¬ 
mer  has,  of  late  years,  become  a  totally  different  character.  A  fox-hunting 
horse  ;  polished  boots  ;  a  spanking  trot  to  market ;  a  “  get  out  of  the  way 
or  by  G — d  I’ll  ride  over  you  ”  to  every  poor  devil  upon  the  road  ;  wine  at 
his  dinner ;  a  servant  (and  sometimes  in  livery)  to  wait  at  his  table  ;  a 
painted  lady  for  a  wife  ;  sons  aping  the  young  squires  and  lords  ;  a  house 
crammed  up  with  sofas,  pianos  and  all  sorts  of  fooleries.’  Of  course  much 
of  this  had  its  good  as  well  as  its  bad  side,  though  Cobbett  could  see 
nothing  but  the  bad. 
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by  leaving  a  larger  number  of  small  holders,  and  by  enforcing 
the  payment  of  a  living  wage  by  the  farmer  instead  of  throw¬ 
ing  the  farm  hands  as  paupers  upon  the  rates. 

The  pauperisation  of  rural  England,  the  long-drawn-out 
disaster  with  which  the  nineteenth  century  opened,  can  only  in 
part  be  ascribed  to  the  mistakes  accompanying  the  necessary 
enclosure  of  the  land.  It  was  equally  due  to  the  decadence  of 
the  cottage  industries.1  As  textile  and  other  trades  were  year  by 
year  gathered  round  the  new  machinery  and  the  new  factories, 
the  corresponding  industries  disappeared  out  of  cottage  after 
cottage  and  village  after  village,  at  the  very  time  when  efforts 
were  being  made  in  so  many  districts  to  convert  common  waste 
land  and  small  holdings  into  large  farms.  The  small  yeoman 
or  labourer,  losing  sometimes  his  own  sources  of  income, 
sometimes  those  of  his  wife  and  children,  and  sometimes  losing 
both  together,  was  left  in  helpless  dependence  on  the  big 
farmer,  who,  just  because  the  rural  proletariat  had  nothing 
now  to  live  on  but  the  farm  wage,  was  able  to  cut  that  wage 
down  to  the  starvation  rate. 

At  this  crisis  in  the  fortunes  of  the  poor,  prices  rushed  up; 
the  harvests  from  1792  to  1813  were  exceptionally  bad;  the 
French  wars  interfered  with  the  importation  of  corn ;  food  was 
at  famine  prices.  The  population  increased  with  a  rapidity 
hitherto  unknown.  Many  went  off  to  the  new  factories  and 
helped  to  lower  industrial  wage  rates.  Some  went  to  the  New 
World,  though  the  great  tide  of  emigration  only  came  in  the 
second  quarter  of  the  nineteenth  century.  Enough  of  them 
remained  on  the  country-side  to  prevent  a  rise  of  wages  there, 
and  even  to  create  a  danger  that  multitudes  would  perish  of 
inanition. 

The  danger  of  wholesale  death  by  famine,  with  which  rural 
England  was  faced  in  1795,  was  averted  by  a  remedy  that 
perpetrated  and  increased  the  evils  of  the  time, — the  famous 
poor-rate  in  aid  of  wages.  In  May  of  that  year  the  magistrates 
of  Berkshire  were  summoned  to  meet  at  Speenhamland  2  for 
the  expressed  object  of  fixing  and  enforcing  a  living  wage  for 
the  county,  in  relation  to  the  price  of  bread.  It  would  no  doubt 

1  In  some  districts  the  disappearance  of  the  cottage  industries  was  the 
principal  or  only  cause  why  the  small  yeomen  sold  their  farms,  because  they 
could  no  longer  make  two  ends  meet  (Wordsworth’s  Description  of  the  Lakes, 
ed.  1823,  pp.  47,  85-86). 

2  Speenhamland  seldom  figures  in  modern  maps  ;  it  is  the  northern  part 
of  Newbury. 
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have  been  hard  to  carry  out  during  the  period  of  violent  price 
fluctuations  between  1795  and  i8i5>  but  in  principle  this  was 
the  true  remedy.  If  it  had  been  adopted  for  Berkshire  and  for 
all  .England,  it  might  have  diverted  our  modern  social  history 
at  its  source  into  happier  channels.  It  was  the  course  pointed 
out  by  ancient  custom  and  existing  law.  Unfortunately  the 
magistrates,  who  had  come  to  Speenhamland  for  this  good 
purpose,  were  there  persuaded  not  to  enforce  the  raising  of 
wages,  but  to  supplement  wages  instead  out  of  the  parish  rates. 
They  drew  up  and  published  a  scale,  by  which  every  poor  and 
industrious  person  should  receive  from  the  parish  enough  to 
make  up  the  deficiency  of  his  wages  to  3^.  a  week  for  himself, 
and  for  every  other  member  of  his  family  is.  6d.  a  week, 
when  the  loaf  cost  a  shilling.  As  the  loaf  rose  higher  the  dole 
was  to  rise  with  it.  This  convenient  scale,  vulgarly  known  as 
the  ‘  Speenhamland  Act,’  was  adopted  by  the  magistrates  in 
county  after  county,  till,  except  in  some  of  the  northern  shires, 
the  labourers  of  all  England  were  pauperised.  ‘  Speenhamland  ’ 
became  a  governing  fact  of  English  life  until  the  Poor  Law 
of  1834. 

The  result  was  that  agricultural  wages  were  kept  unduly 
low.  As  the  burden  of  maintaining  the  employee  had  been 
taken  over  by  the  parish  and  as  labour  was  plentiful,  the  farmer 
had  no  motive  to  pay  a  higher  wage.  Too  often  wages  fell  and 
prices  rose,  until  it  was  no  longer  possible  to  maintain  even  the 
wretched  rate  of  subsistence  which  the  Berkshire  magistrates 
in  1795  had  fixed  on  as  the  lowest  permissible  standard. 
Hollow-cheeked,  ragged,  housed  in  hovels,  the  peasantry  of 
England  degenerated  year  by  year  under  the  eyes  of  men  who 
were  doubling  and  trebling  their  rents,  and  who  tried  to  silence 
Cobbett  as  an  ‘  incendiary  ’  because,  when  no  one  else  dared, 
he  pointed  out  the  contrast. 

The  principle  of  supplementing  wages  out  of  rates,  while 
it  kept  down  wages,  destroyed  the  self-respect  of  the  labourer, 
by  making  pauperism  the  shameless  rule  instead  of  the  shame¬ 
ful  exception.  The  net  result  of  the  enclosures  and  of  Speen¬ 
hamland  was  that  the  labourer  had  small  economic  motive  for 
industry,  sobriety,  independence  or  thrift.  The  employee  of 
the  big  farmer  was  often  compelled  to  become  a  pauper;  and 
to  maintain  him  the  small,  independent  man  was  crushed  by  the 
exactions  of  the  poor-rate.  In  every  way  it  was  made  as  hard 
as  possible  for  the  poor  to  be  self-supporting.  Enclosure  had 
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helped  to  put  an  end  to  the  old  methods  of  livelihood  which  once 
had  been  schools  of  modest  virtue.  Arthur  Young,  awakened  to 
the  evils  that  had  accompanied  the  success  of  his  own  policy,  thus 
summarises  the  philosophy  of  the  alehouse  bench  when  the  new 
century  opened :  *  If  I  am  sober,  shall  I  have  land  for  a  cow  ? 
If  I  am  frugal,  shall  I  have  half  an  acre  of  potatoes  ?  You  offer 
no  motives.  Bring  me  another  pot.’ 

The  rapid  increase  of  the  population,  so  much  deplored  at 
this  time  by  the  disciples  of  Malthus,  was  due  very  largely, 
first  to  the  enclosures,  and  then  to  Speenhamland.  In  the  days 
of  ‘  subsistence  agriculture,’  the  English  peasants  had  been 
4  small  men,’  but  each  with  a  standard  to  maintain.  The  rustic 
lover  had  prudently  waited  before  marrying  till  he  could  tell 
his  bride  of  ‘  a  pig  put  up  in  a  stye,’  or  some  other  basis  for  the 
family  budget.  And  the  small  farmer,  if  he  employed  labour 
at  all,  preferred  to  hire  young  unmarried  people  who  slept  in 
the  farm  and  shared  his  table.  But  under  the  new  system  all 
was  changed.  The  big  farmer  put  his  labourers  into  hovels 
of  their  own,  where  now  the  Speenhamland  Poor  Law 
secured  them  eighteen  pence  a  week  for  every  child  they 
brought  into  the  world.  Even  the  mother  of  a  family  of  illegiti¬ 
mate  children  was  offered,  as  such,  a  better  income  than  the 
worker  in  the  field.  For  the  rest,  as  Arthur  Young  pointed 
out,  the  labourers  had  nothing  for  which  to  save  ;  they  had 
no  prospects  ;  whatever  they  did,  they  were  paupers  for  life. 

These  conditions,  and  the  corresponding  conditions  of 
factory  life  with  its  child  labour,  largely  account  for  the  sudden 
increase  in  a  population  which,  so  far  as  we  know,  had  grown 
only  very  gradually  since  the  Norman  Conquest.  The  vast 
multiplication  in  the  numbers  of  Englishmen  was  one  of  the 
causes  of  their  misery.  But  it  helped  the  development  of 
British  industries,  and  in  the  following  generation  peopled 
Canada  and  Australia  with  men  and  women  of  our  race. 

When  hope  and  self-respect  had  fled,  crime  made  his  seat 
on  the  hearth.  In  the  era  of  Waterloo  rick-burning  was  a 
common  form  of  vengeance  that  often  had  the  secret  sympathy 
of  the  whole  village,  while  highway  robbery  and  thieving  in 
barns  were  resorted  to  with  dreadful  frequency  as  a  means  of 
subsistence.  But  the  particular  crime  most  deeply  resented 
and  most  severely  punished  by  legislators  and  magistrates  was 
regarded  by  the  bulk  of  the  population  as  no  crime  at  all :  to 
the  man  whom  society  had  made  a  pauper  malgre  lui ,  it  must 
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often  have  seemed  that  to  snare  hares  and  net  partridges  at 
risk  to  his  personal-safety  was  the  most  honourable  part  of  the 
grim  and  sordid  life  in  which  he  strove  against  fate  to  find  food 
for  wife  and  child.  Poaching  brought  a  gleam  of  romance  and 
joyous  living  into  the  life  of  the  disinherited  peasant — 

*  Oh,  ’tis  my  delight,  on  a  shining  night,  in  the  season  of  the  year.’ 

The  game  laws,  severe  when  George  III  came  to  the  throne, 
were  still  having  fresh  rigours  added  to  them  when  he  died. 
These  later  laws  ascribed  transportation  for  a  long  term  of 
years  even  to  the  poacher  carrying  nothing  more  formidable 
than  a  net.  Some  indeed  of  the  poachers  were  professional 
ruffians,  coming  armed  from  a  distance  and  reckless  of  human 
life.  The  woods  at  midnight  resounded  with  volleys  when 
gentlemen  and  their  servants,  in  parties  of  a  dozen  or  twenty, 
were  grappling  with  the  banditti,  man  to  man.  It  was  in  these 
years  that  the  harsh  spirit  of  the  age  introduced  a  new  terror 
into  the  English  woodland,  the  ‘  mantrap,’  with  its  crocodile 
teeth,  and  the  yet  deadlier  ‘  spring-gun,’  lurking  in  the  under¬ 
growth  and  murdering  not  only  the  poacher,  for  whom  they 
were  meant,  but  the  gamekeeper  or  the  innocent  neutral. 

Partly  because  they  slew  and  maimed  at  random,  partly 
because  legislators  were  beginning  to  think  more  humanely, 
these  engines  of  refurbished  feudalism  were  made  illegal  in 
1827.  But  the  poaching  war  still  raged  on,  and  in  the  next 
three  years  there  were  over  8,500  convictions  under  the  game 
laws.  Poaching  diminished  just  in  proportion  as  the  game  laws 
were  softened  down  to  the  Victorian  level  of  humanity  and 
justice. 

The  agricultural  revolution  of  George  Ill’s  reign  had  been, 
for  the  labourer,  a  tragedy.  But  the  part  of  villain  need  not  be 
ascribed  to  the  landlords. 

5  In  tragic  life,  God  wot. 

No  villain  need  be  ’ 

can  apply  as  well  to  public  as  to  private  matters.  It  is  true 
that  the  landlords’  rents  went  up  two,  three  and  fourfold  during 
the  Napoleonic  wars.  But  that  was  largely  because  they  had 
invested  their  money  in  improving  their  estates.  It  was  not 
the  mere  rack-rent  of  the  unimproving  Irish  landlord  of  the 
same  period.  It  was  return  on  capital,  well  invested  in.  an 
industry  which  enabled  the  island  to  increase  its  population, 
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in  days  when  food  could  not  be  imported  largely  from  abroad. 
Such  was  one  aspect  of  the  enclosures.  And  if  the  rents  went 
up,  so  did  war-taxation  and  the  poor-rate.  Speenhamland  was 
a  bad  policy,  but  it  was  to  a  large  extent  a  self-imposed  levy  on 
landlords  to  prevent  the  poor  from  dying  of  starvation. 

The  Corn  Law  of  1815,  prohibiting  the  import  of  corn 
till  the  price  of  wheat  stood  above  eighty  shillings  a  quarter — 
a  terrible  price  in  the  money  values  of  that  day — was  indeed  a 
great  mistake,  but  Huskisson  did  not  think  so  at  the  time.  It 
was  an  almost  inevitable  outcome  of  the  landowning  monopoly 
of  the  legislature.  Any  other  class  with  a  like  political  mono¬ 
poly  would  have  been  equally  self-regarding.  In  the  panic 
created  by  the  sudden  fall  of  corn  prices  after  the  war,  farmers 
threw  up  their  farms  in  multitudes,  and  became  bankrupts 
and  village  paupers.  The  landlords  themselves,  who  had  un¬ 
wisely  launched  out  into  expenses  on  the  expectation  of  per¬ 
petual  high  prices,  had  often  mortgaged  their  estates,  and  were 
now  in  great  difficulties.  Although  rents  were  not  reduced  as 
much  or  as  quickly  as  they  should  have  been,  they  had  fallen 
in  1816  it  was  believed  by  as  much  as  nine  millions.  The 
collapse  of  prices  in  1814-6  was  more  rapid  and  terrifying 
than  the  agricultural  depression  of  1875  and  the  following 
years.  In  spite  of  the  great  increase  of  rents  during  the  Napo¬ 
leonic  war,  landlords  were  probably  nothing  like  so  substan¬ 
tially  prosperous  as  their  grandchildren  in  1 875-80.  And  so, 
having  the  means,  as  they  imagined,  of  saving  themselves  and 
the  country  with  them,  they  passed  the  Corn  Law  of  1 8 1 5  with 
the  best  intentions  and  the  worst  results. 

Meanwhile,  step  by  step  with  the  rural  revolution,  ad¬ 
vanced  the  urban  revolution,  similar  in  principle  and  in  spirit, 
and  at  the  outset  similar  in  its  social  consequences.  Just  as  the 
old  theory  of  subsistence  agriculture,  associated  with  ancient 
rights,  small  properties  and  communal  tillage,  was  being  re¬ 
placed  by  a  new  habit  of  mind  that  looked  for  the  greatest  net 
productivity  of  the  national  soil,  on  a  basis  of  unfettered  indi¬ 
vidual  farming  on  the  large  scale — so  in  the  towns  the  old  theory 
of  a  ‘  limited  ’  and  ‘  well-regulated  ’  trade,  based  on  the  local 
monopoly  of  a  chartered  few,  subjecting  themselves  to  a  com¬ 
mon  set  of  rules  about  trade  and  apprenticeship,  was  being 
gradually  abandoned  for  the  new  principle  of  open  world- 
competition  wherein  all  traders  who  could  muster  the  capita] 
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and  enterprise  were  invited  to  buy  in  the  cheapest  market  and 
sell  in  the  dearest,  dnd  to  hire  their  labour  wherever  they  liked 
and  on  what  conditions  each  could  secure.  The  change,  in 
town  as  well  as  country,  caused  a  wide  cleavage  of  sympathy 
and  of  interest  between  classes  which  had  previously  shared, 
each  in  its  degree,  the  common  advantages  of  a  fixed  system  of 
life  and  work;  now  that  everyone  scrambled  for  himself,  the 
rich  became  richer  and  the  poor  poorer,  and  the  law  instead 
of  attempting  to  redress  the  balance  interfered  heavily  on  the 
side  of  the  employer.  Such  at  least  was  the  first  phase  of  the 
new  civilisation  in  England. 

A  new  civilisation,  not  only  for  England  but  ultimately  for 
all  mankind,  was  implicit  in  the  substitution  of  scientific 
machinery  for  handwork.  The  Greek  scientists  of  the  Alexan¬ 
drine  age,  the  contemporaries  of  Archimedes  and  of  Euclid, 
had  failed  to  apply  their  discoveries  to  industry  on  the  big 
scale.  Perhaps  this  failure  was  due  to  the  contempt  with  which 
the  high-souled  philosophy  of  Hellas  regarded  the  industrial 
arts  conducted  by  slave  labour;  perhaps  the  great  change  was 
prevented  by  the  disturbed  and  warlike  state  of  the  Mediter¬ 
ranean  world  during  those  three  hundred  years  between  Alex¬ 
ander  and  Augustus,  when  Greek  science  was  in  its  most  ad¬ 
vanced  state.  In  any  case  it  was  left  to  the  peaceful,  cultivated 
but  commercially  minded  England  of  the  generation  that 
followed  Newton’s  death,  to  harness  philosophic  thought  and 
experiment  to  the  commonest  needs  of  daily  life.  The  great 
English  inventors  negotiated  the  alliance  of  science  and 
business. 

The  social  and  intellectual  conditions  of  the  England  of 
that  day  would  not  have  been  enough  to  initiate  the  industrial 
revolution  without  the  presence  on  the  spot  of  coal  and  iron. 
Both  had  long  been  known  and  used,  but  they  had  not  yet 
been  used  together.  The  British  iron  industry  had  flourished 
since  primeval  times  in  the  weald  of  Surrey  and  Sussex,  where 
lonely  ‘  hammer  ponds  ’  still  recall  the  vanished  day.  From 
times  before  the  Phoenician  traders  came  to  Britain,  down  to 
the  time  of  the  elder  Pitt,  ironmasters  had  been  feeding  their 
furnaces  from  the  local  forests.  So  long  as  wood  remained  the 
only  fuel,  the  output  of  iron  or  steel  was  necessarily  small,  and 
so  long  as  it  remained  small  there  could  be  no  age  of  machinery. 
But  in  the  middle  of  the  eighteenth  century,  just  when  the 
English  woodland  was  giving  out,  and  the  iron  industry  was 
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beginning  to  leave  our  shores  for  the  Scandinavian  and  North 
American  forests,  methods  were  devised  to  apply  coal  to  the 
smelting  process.  This  discovery  led,  by  a  chain  of  closely 
interrelated  developments,  to  the  whole  urban  revolution. 

Iron-smelting  moved  to  the  North  and  Midlands  to  be 
near  the  coal.  As  the  demand  for  coal  grew,  steam-engines, 
invented  by  James  Watt  in  the  early  years  of  George  III,  were 
used  to  pump  water  from  the  mines.  More  iron,  the  result  of 
more  coal,  in  turn  made  it  possible  to  produce  more  steam- 
engines,  and  men  looked  round  for  other  ways  to  employ  them, 
whether  in  locomotion  or  manufacture.  In  Watt’s  own  life¬ 
time  his  steam-engines  were  applied  to  the  cotton  industry. 
Already  the  need  for  more  coal  had  produced  not  only  steam- 
engines  but  English  canals,  and  many  years  later  it  produced 
the  steam  railways.  Brindley’s  first  canal  and  Stephenson’s 
first  locomotive  were  both  made  to  carry  coal  from  the  pit’s 
mouth. 

It  was  characteristic  of  England,  as  opposed  to  the  France  of 
the  ancien  regime ,  that  some  of  our  nobility  took  an  active  part 
in  these  developments.  The  Duke  of  Bridgewater  employed 
Brindley  and  invested  his  own  capital  in  the  first  canals.  There 
were  great  noblemen  who  were  also  great  coalowners,  working 
their  own  mines,  and  thereby  becoming  in  due  course  still 
greater  noblemen. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  changes  in  cotton  and  wool  that 
followed  hard  on  the  changes  in  iron  and  coal  were  not  pat¬ 
ronised  by  the  aristocracy,  or  even  to  any  great  extent  by  the 
merchant  capitalists.  The  textile  revolution  was  the  work  of  a 
wholly  new  order  of  men,  risen  from  the  ranks  by  their  energy 
in  seizing  the  opportunities  of  the  new  industrial  situation. 
A  workman  who  had  toiled  at  the  hand-loom  in  his  own  cottage 
might  borrow  £  ioo  to  start  as  a  small  employer  with  the  new 
machines.  The  more  enterprising  of  the  vanishing  class  of 
yeomen  invested  the  price  of  their  ancestral  farms  in  a  like 
venture.  Such  are  the  origins  of  not  a  few  families  who  became 
honourably  famous  in  the  nineteenth  century. 

The  first  generation  of  these  men  had  the  defects  as  well 
as  the  merits  of  pioneers.  A  common  type  of  ‘  millowner  ’  in 
the  days  of  the  younger  Pitt  was  a  hard-bitten  North-country 
working-man,  of  no  education  and  great  force  of  character, 
taking  little  stock  of  his  social  or  political  relations  with  the 
outer  world,  allowing  neither  leisure  nor  recreation  to  himself 
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or  to  his  hands,  but  managing  somehow  to  convert  the  original 
£100  that  he  borrowed  into  a  solvent  ‘  mill,’  the  prison-house 
of  children,  the  hidden  reef  on  which  Napoleon’s  empire 
struck.  As  a  rule,  he  bothered  his  head  equally  little  about  the 
children  he  employed  and  the  foreign  war  in  which  he  was  to 
be  a  decisive  factor — except  in  so  far  as  they  made  or  marred 
his  own  fortunes. 

By  the  time  the  war  came  to  an  end,  men  and  their  manners 
were  changing.  A  millowner  of  the  second  generation  had 
been  born  and  bred  a  bourgeois,  but  of  a  new  and  enterprising 
type.  With  more  education  and  wider  outlook  than  his  grim 
old  father,  the  young  man  looked  about  him  for  the  uses, 
obligations  and  privileges  of  wealth,  as  they  were  understood 
in  that  generation.  He  cast  an  eye  on  the  world  of  gentry  and 
clergy  around  him,  with  the  result  sometimes  of  alliance,  more 
often  of  mutual  repulsion.  As  likely  as  not  he  became  a 
Unitarian,  to  express  his  intellectual  and  social  independence, 
while  his  workmen  sought  simple  salvation  as  Baptists  or  Wes- 
leyans.  As  a  young  man,  he  believed  in  Mr.  Brougham,  slavery 
abolition  and  the  ‘  march  of  mind,’  hated  Church  Rates,  Orders 
in  Council,  Income  Tax  and  Corn  Laws,  and  read  the  Edin¬ 
burgh  Review.  His  coming  battle  with  the  Tory  borough- 
owners  and  landlords,  delayed  by  the  long  struggle  with 
Napoleon,  was  a  thing  as  inevitable  as  the  feud  with  his  own 
workmen  that  he  had  inherited  from  his  father.  But  his  war 
on  two  fronts  never  degenerated  into  class-war  pure  and 
simple;  with  its  constant  regroupings,  cross-currents,  conver¬ 
sions  and  compromises,  it  was  the  destined  method  of  evolu¬ 
tion  for  the  political  and  intellectual  life  of  the  new  Britain. 

The  cotton  industry,  though  not  absolutely  created  by  the 
new  machinery,  derived  thence  almost  its  whole  importance. 
Between  the  accession  of  George  III  and  the  passing  of  the 
Reform  Bill  its  output  increased  a  hundred-fold.  Already  by 
1806  cotton  was  said  to  supply  a  third  of  the  total  British 
exports.  The  industry  was  concentrated  in  South  and  Central 
Lancashire,  because  the  port  of  Liverpool  was  convenient  to 
a  trade  depending  on  the  import  of  raw  cotton  and  the  export 
of  the  manufactured  article;  because  there  it  was  near  cheap 
coal;  and  because  the  climate  of  the  damp  Atlantic  seaboard 
is  peculiarly  suitable  to  fine  spinning. 

The  first  mills,  worked  by  water-power,  were  established 
on  the  upper  reaches  of  the  Pennine  streams.  But  throughout 


1 56  THE  INDUSTRIAL  REVOLUTION 

the  long  war  with  France,  Watt’s  steam-engines  were  replacing 
water-power,  and  the  industry  was  carried  on  by  altogether 
more  modern  methods.  This  meant  a  change  from  small 
to  large  mills,  real  capitalist  employers,  great  assemblies  of 
working-people  and  an  increase  in  the  proportion  of  skilled 
mechanics, — circumstances  all  of  which  prepared  the  way  for 
improved  conditions  of  life  in  the  future.  The  employees,  now 
accumulated  in  one  mill  by  hundreds  instead  of  by  scores,  could 
not  long  fail  to  combine  for  economic  and  political  action.  The 
new  type  of  large  millowner  had  a  secure  financial  position, 
more  education  and  sometimes  more  enlightenment.  Indi¬ 
viduals  of  this  class  introduced  factory  conditions  which  in¬ 
spectors  in  a  later  time  could  enforce  as  standards.  And  when 
the  age  of  Factory  Acts  came,  it  was  easier  to  inspect  properly 
one  big  mill  than  many  small  ones. 

If  the  cotton  industry  showed  England  the  way  into  some 
of  the  worst  miseries  of  the  industrial  revolution,  it  also  showed 
the  way  out,  because  it  passed  most  rapidly  through  the  period 
of  semi-capitalised  and  half-organised  industry,  with  its  mean 
cruelties,  into  full-blown  capitalism  where  the  workpeople,  the 
masters  and  the  State  could  readily  take  stock  of  each  other. 

But  before  the  age  of  Factory  Acts,  the  condition  of  women 
and  children  in  both  small  and  big  mills  was  as  a  rule  very 
wretched.  Mothers  and  children  worked  from  twelve  to  fifteen 
hours  a  day  under  insanitary  conditions,  without  either  the 
amenities  of  life  which  had  sweetened  and  relieved  the  tedium 
of  family  work  in  the  cottage,  or  the  conditions  which  make 
factory  life  attractive  to  many  women  to-day.  The  discipline 
of  the  early  factories  was  like  the  discipline  of  a  prison.  Small 
children  were  often  cruelly  treated  to  keep  them  awake  during 
the  long  hours,  which  shortened  their  lives  or  undermined 
their  health. 

The  men  were  in  little  better  case.  Often  out  of  employ¬ 
ment,  they  were  forced  to  sell  their  wives  and  children  into  the 
slavery  of  the  mills,  while  they  themselves  degenerated  in 
squalid  idleness.  The  hand-loom  weavers  had  flourished  until 
the  early  years  of  the  nineteenth  century,  weaving  the  in¬ 
creased  product  of  the  new  spinning  mills.  But  the  coming  of 
the  power-loom  destroyed  their  prosperity  ;  their  wages  fell, 
they  went  on  to  the  rates  as  paupers,  and  drank  the  dregs  of 
misery,  until  after  long  years  their  old-world  employment 
altogether  disappeared. 
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The  older  branch  of  the  textile  industry,  wool,  was  more 
widely  spread  over  the  island  than  its  younger  and  half-foreign 
sister,  cotton.  But  its  chief  centre  remained  in  the  dales  of  the 
West  Riding  of  Yorkshire.  Wool  was  subject  to  the  same 
general  conditions  of  employment  as  cotton,  and  underwent  in 
the  end  the  same  kind  of  transformation.  But  the  change  came 
more  slowly  in  wool.  Although  the  spinning-jenny  had  in  the 
last  years  of  the  eighteenth  century  gone  far  to  destroy  the 
spinning  of  wool  by  women  and  children  in  rural  cottages,  the 
power-loom  was  introduced  for  the  weaving  of  worsted  and 
wool  several  decades  later  than  for  cotton.  In  the  early  years 
of  the  century,  therefore,  the  woollen  weavers  suffered  little 
from  the  introduction  of  machinery,  although  the  fluctuations 
of  trade  caused  them  much  distress. 

Coal-mining  was  an  ancient  industry,  but  its  development 
in  the  age  of  ‘  iron  and  coal  ’  was  prodigious,  and  a  large  part 
of  the  population  now  worked  underground.  Women  were 
used  there  as  beasts  of  burden,  and  children  worked  in  the 
dark,  sometimes  for  fourteen  hours.1  The  men  laboured  under 
conditions  that  showed  but  little  regard  for  health  or  human  life. 
In  Durham  and  Northumberland  it  was  not  the  custom  before 
1815  to  hold  inquests  on  the  victims  of  the  innumerable 
accidents.  Payment  was  not  on  a  cash  basis,  owing  to  the 
‘  truck  ’  system,  and  the  oppression  by  the  ‘  putties  ’  or  sub¬ 
contractors  for  labour.  These  things  and  the  condition  of  the 
miners’  cottages,  which  were  generally  owned  by  their  em¬ 
ployers,  too  often  rendered  the  life  of  the  miner  of  a  hundred 
years  ago  ‘  brutish,  nasty  and  brief.’ 

If  things  were  thus  in  the  great  textile  and  mining  indus¬ 
tries,  they  were  no  better  in  shops  and  smaller  businesses 
where  the  new  semi-capitalised  industry  was  breaking  up  the 
old  apprentice  system  and  the  ‘  regulated  ’  trade.  Indeed  in 
many  small  or  less  highly  organised  concerns,  where  Trade 
Unionism  failed  to  take  root,  ‘  truck  ’  payments  and  ‘  sweated  ’ 
wages  and  hours  continued  till  the  end  of  the  nineteenth 
century,  though  they  were  worse  when  it  began. 

1  As  late  as  1 842  the  Royal  Commission  on  Mines,  that  first  threw  light 
on  the  life  of  underground  England,  brought  out  such  facts  as  these  from 
a  Lancashire  woman  :  '  I  have  a  belt  round  my  waist  and  a  chain  passing 
between  my  legs,  and  I  go  on  my  hands  and  feet.  The  water  comes  up  to 
my  clog  tops,  and  I  have  seen  it  over  my  thighs.  I  have  drawn  till  I  have 
the  skin  off  me.  The  belt  and  chain  is  worse  when  we  are  in  the  family  way.’ 
It  was  also  shown  that  children  under  five  worked  alone  in  the  darkness. 
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The  new  urban  proletariat  was  swelled  in  numbers  and 
depressed  in  standard  of  life  by  constant  arrivals  of  fresh  swarms 
of  impoverished  rustics,  driven  by  stress  of  famine  from  the 
English  and  the  Irish  country-side.  Any  attempt  of  workmen 
to  combine  for  a  living  wage  consonant  with  the  rise  of  prices 
was  illegal  under  Pitt’s  Combination  Acts  (1799).  And  though 
the  law  was  frequently  violated  by  the  men  it  was  frequently 
enforced  by  the  Justices  of  the  Peace.  However  little  some  of 
the  magistrates  who  were  squires  might  sympathise  with  the 
new  class  of  millowner,  they  saw  their  duty  in  keeping  down 
the  ‘  Jacobinism  ’  of  the  lower  orders.  But  in  fact  they  were 
thus  preparing  for  ‘  Jacobinism  ’  a  powerful  revival. 

After  the  Tom  Paine  movement  had  been  suppressed,  the 
workmen  in  the  early  years  of  the  nineteenth  century  had  no 
political  ambition.  But  they  petitioned  Parliament  during  the 
Napoleonic  wars  that  a  living  wage  should  be  enforced  in 
accordance  with  existing  statutes;  such  patriarchal  protection 
by  the  authorities  would  seem  the  corollary  of  Pitt’s  laws  that 
prevented  the  workmen  from  attempting  to  raise  wages  for 
themselves.  But  the  answer  of  Parliament  in  1813  was  to 
repeal  the  assessment  clauses  of  the  Elizabethan  Statutes  for 
the  enforcement  of  which  the  workmen  were  asking.  Assess¬ 
ment  of  wages  was  condemned  on  the  principle  of  non-inter¬ 
ference  proclaimed  by  the  new  political  economy.  Laissez 
jaire  was  always  invoked  against  the  workman  but  never  on 
his  behalf,  as  was  proved  once  more  when  in  1815  the  price 
of  bread  was  artificially  raised  by  the  Corn  Law.  It  was  this 
unfair  political  dealing  at  every  turn  that  drove  the  masses  of 
workmen  now  collected  together  in  the  great  staple  industries 
to  renew  their  interest  in  politics. 

The  Tory  panacea  for  unrest  had  been  proclaimed  in  1795 
by  Bishop  Horsley  when  he  said  that  ‘  the  mass  of  the  people 
had  nothing  to  do  with  the  laws  but  to  obey  them.’  During  the 
next  twenty  years  the  laws  had  almost  invariably  been  used  to 
make  the  mass  of  the  people  worse  off.  That  was  why  the 
workmen,  led  by  Cobbett  and  Hunt,  began  to  demand  the 
vote,  before  the  middle  classes  had  been  stirred  to  a  like 
demand.  That  was  why  Peterloo  followed  hard  on  Waterloo. 

Before  tracing  the  political  history  of  the  new  era,  it 
remains  to  notice  some  of  the  moral  and  intellectual  influences 
to  which  men  and  women  were  subjected,  when,  uprooted 
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from  the  pieties  and  associations  of  the  old  rural  life,  they 
drifted  to  the  new  factories  to  find  work. 

First  they  had  to  be  housed,  if  only  in  the  private  and  tem¬ 
porary  interest  of  the  employer.  Consideration  for  the  public 
and  forethought  for  the  future  were  absent  from  the  planning 
of  the  new  town.  The  man  for  the  employer’s  purpose  was  the 
jerry-builder,  who  designed  the  outward  aspect  of  the  new 
civilisation.  Street  after  street  sprang  up,  each  more  ugly, 
narrow  and  insanitary  than  the  last.  They  were  barracks  for 
cheap  labour,  not  homes  for  citizens. 

Citizens,  indeed,  the  workmen  were  not.  They  had  no 
word  in  the  government  of  England,  and  no  civic  position  in 
the  local  area  which  they  had  come  to  inhabit.  If  they  happened 
to  be  lodged  within  a  chartered  town,  they  lived  under  a  close 
corporation  and  its  municipal  magistrates.  If  they  were  out¬ 
side  such  precincts,  they  were  under  the  rural  Justices  of  the 
Peace  and  the  antiquarian  relics  of  the  Court  Leet.  Neither 
urban  nor  rural  authorities  were  called  upon  to  provide  for 
health,  lighting,  decency  or  education  in  a  new  factory  quarter. 
They  were  content  to  quell  riots  and  to  arrest  trade  unionists, 
seditionists,  deists,  frame-breakers  and  other  criminals. 

The  municipal  corruption  of  the  eighteenth  century  had 
lost  the  civic  traditions  and  the  public  spirit  of  mediaeval  cor¬ 
porate  life.  The  sudden  growth  of  the  new  factory  quarters 
hardly  disturbed  the  complacency  of  the  long  i  nactive  oligarchs, 
who  were  so  well  accustomed  to  neglect  their  old  duties  that 
they  were  not  likely  to  attend  to  the  new. 

It  is  perhaps  the  greatest  of  our  national  misfortunes  that 
the  modern  English  town  arose  too  rapidly  and  with  too  little 
regulation,  either  sanitary  or  aesthetic.  The  bodily  and  spiritual 
health  of  future  generations  was  injured  in  advance.  A  type 
of  city  was  allowed  to  grow  up  which  it  was  fatally  easy  to 
imitate  as  the  model  for  the  whole  industrial  development  of 
the  new  century,  until  the  great  majority  of  Englishmen  were 
dwellers  in  mean  streets,  ‘  divorced  from  nature  but  unre¬ 
claimed  by  art.’  When,  indeed,  in  the  course  of  the  nineteenth 
century,  local  government  was  made  to  attend  to  its  duties,  by 
being  subjected  partly  to  democratic  election  and  partly  to  an 
elaborate  system  of  central  control,  large  provision  was  made 
for  health,  convenience  and  education.  But  ugliness  remained 
a  quality  of  the  modern  city,  accepted  by  the  public  conscience 
in  spite  of  Ruskin  and  his  successors.  It  has  yet  to  be  dislodged. 
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Working-class  life,  a  hundred  years  ago,  divided  between 
the  gloom  of  these  dreary  quarters  and  the  harsh  discipline  of 
the  workshop,  was  uncheered  by  the  many  interests  that  now 
relieve  the  lot  of  the  town  dweller.  Few  of  the  workmen  or 
their  wives  could  read;  the  children  had  the  factory  and  the 
slum,  but  not  the  school  or  the  playground;  holiday  excursions 
and  popular  entertainments  were  rare,  except  some  sporting 
events  of  a  low  type,  such  as  setting  on  men,  women  or 
animals  to  fight.  In  the  vacant  misery  of  such  a  life,  two  rival 
sources  of  consolation,  drink  and  religion,  strove  for  the  souls 
of  men.  The  annals  of  drink  are  much  the  same  in  all  ages, 
though  worst  in  ages  of  degradation.  But  the  particular  form 
that  religion  then  took  among  the  workmen,  influenced  the 
course  of  political  and  social  history. 

The  Established  Church  in  that  era  scarcely  paid  more 
attention  to  the  new  slums  than  did  the  other  constituted 
authorities.  What  Church  expansion  there  was,  took  place 
chiefly  at  the  expense  of  the  taxpayer,  who  was  compelled  in 
1 8 1 8  to  contribute  a  million  pounds  to  build  a  hundred  new 
churches.  The  beneficed  clergy,  many  of  whom  were  active 
magistrates,  were  suspect  to  the  workmen  as  ‘  black  dragoons  ’ 
of  the  possessing  classes.  But  many  of  the  more  self-respecting 
of  the  new  proletariat  found  in  the  Baptist  or  Wesleyan  chapel 
the  opportunity  for  the  development  of  talents  and  the  gratifi¬ 
cation  of  instincts  that  were  denied  expression  elsewhere.  The 
close  and  enthusiastic  study  of  the  Bible  educated  the  imagina¬ 
tion  more  nobly  than  it  is  educated  in  our  age  of  magazines, 
novelettes  and  newspapers.  And  in  the  chapel  life  working¬ 
men  first  learnt  to  speak  and  to  organise,  to  persuade  and  to 
trust  their  fellows.  Much  effort  that  soon  afterwards  went  into 
political,  trade  union  and  co-operative  activities,  was  then  de¬ 
voted  to  the  chapel  community.  It  was  in  Little  Bethel  that 
many  of  the  working-class  leaders  were  trained.  In  a  world 
made  almost  intolerable  by  avarice  and  oppression,  here  was 
a  refuge  where  men  and  things  were  taken  up  aloft  and  judged 
by  spiritual  and  moral  standards  that  forbade  either  revenge 
or  despair. 

The  Wesleyans,  unlike  the  Baptists,  were  originally  con¬ 
servative  in  their  political  associations,  owing  to  the  views  of 
their  founder,  a  Church  of  England  clergyman.  Wesley’s 
religion  could  not  indeed  induce  the  workman  of  the  new  era 
to  accept  the  conditions  of  his  helotage,  but  it  worked  against 
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violence  and  helped  to  develop  many  of  the  moral  qualities  and 
sober  aspirations  which  have  often  distinguished  the  labour 
movement  of  England  from  that  of  the  Continent. 

The  Radical  ‘  infidelity  ’  of  the  Peterloo  era  was  a  rival  to 
Dissent,  but  like  Dissent  it  nursed  aspirations  in  the  working- 
class  for  better  things.  Before  the  French  Revolution,  unortho¬ 
dox  views  had  been  common  among  the  aristocracy  of  England, 
and  indeed  our  free-thinking  writers  had  given  the  original 
stimulus  to  the  more  formidable  anti-clericalism  of  France. 
But  in  the  days  of  Middleton,  David  Flume,  Gibbon  and  their 
upper-class  patrons,  the  middle  and  working  classes  were 
orthodox  Churchmen  or  Dissenters,  or  else  were  too  ignorant 
to  have  any  views  on  religion.  With  the  publication  of  Tom 
Paine’s  Age  of  Reason  (1794-6),  a  popularly  written  attack  on 
miraculous  religion  from  the  point  of  view  of  ethical  deism,  the 
philosophic  appeal  to  the  people  was  fairly  launched,  and  was 
associated  with  radicalism  in  politics  owing  to  its  author’s 
burning  reputation. 

Partly  on  account  of  Paine’s  two-fronted  attack  against 
Church  and  State  together,  a  strong  religious  reaction  set  in 
among  the  upper  class  under  the  combined  influence  of  anti¬ 
jacobinism  and  Evangelical  religion.  Only  Fox,  Lord  Idol- 
land  and  others  of  the  high  Whigs  remained  untouched  by  the 
movement,  handing  on  in  their  party  the  tradition  of  a  quiet 
and  gentlemanly  scepticism,  half  aristocratic,  half  liberal, 
wholly  anti-ecclesiastical.  Meanwhile  the  triumphant  Tories 
were  setting  the  law  in  motion  against  the  propagators  of  Paine’s 
doctrines,  political  and  religious.  The  Rights  of  Man  and  The 
Age  of  Reason,  after  selling  for  a  short  while  in  thousands,  were 
driven  out  of  circulation  before  the  century  ended. 

The  two  movements  associated  with  Paine  went  on  under¬ 
ground,  and  after  Waterloo  reappeared  openly  together  among 
the  northern  factory  hands.  The  leaders  of  the  new  radicalism, 
whose  chief  demand  was  universal  suffrage,  were  nearly  all 
either  Deists  or  Dissenters.  The  Dissenting  preachers  were 
under  the  protection  of  Wilberforce  and  the  Evangelical 
Churchmen,  now  powerful  in  the  Tory  party.  But  the  blas¬ 
phemy  laws  were  refurbished,  and  a  fresh  war  of  prosecutions, 
fines  and  imprisonments  was  waged  against  Radical  publishers 
of  deistic  works,  particularly  the  reprinters  of  Paine.  The 
genuine  horror  felt  by  the  respectable  classes  for  a  ‘  radical  ’  was 
much  increased  by  the  supposition  that  he  was  also  an  ‘  infidel.’ 

M 
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In  this  connection  Richard  Carlile  suffered  and  achieved 
1819-  more  for  the  liberty  of  the  Press  than  any  other  Englishman 
1825  of  the  nineteenth  century.  He  and  his  like  bore  the  brunt  of 
this  early  struggle,  which  secured  immunity  for  those  who 
published  unorthodox  works.  Thanks  to  these  sturdy  prede¬ 
cessors,  the  decorous  and  well-to-do  philosophers  of  the 
Victorian  era  were  able  without  fear  of  the  law  to  write  what¬ 
ever  they  thought  about  the  relation  of  science  and  literature 
to  dogmatic  belief. 

If  the  real  meaning  of  the  Industrial  Revolution  and  the 
break-up  of  the  apprentice  system  had  been  understood,  men 
would  have  seen  that  education  was  no  longer  a  luxury  for  the 
few,  but  a  necessity  for  all  members  of  the  new  society. 
Generations  were  to  pass  before  this  idea  was  acted  upon  by  the 
State,  as  a  corollary  of  the  working-class  enfranchisement  of 
1867.  The  first  effect  of  the  Industrial  Revolution,  and  the 
misery  and  unrest  that  it  caused  among  the  poor,  was  to  render 
education  suspect  as  ‘  Jacobinical.’  This  notion  was  still  pre¬ 
valent  in  Parliament  in  1807;  the  House  of  Commons  took 
the  compulsory  element  out  of  the  Bill  by  which  Whitbread1 
proposed,  somewhat  on  the  Scottish  model,  to  establish  parish 
schools  in  England  out  of  the  rates.  In  the  Lords  the  Bill,  thus 
mutilated,  was  introduced  by  Lord  Holland,  but  was  rejected 
without  a  division,  on  the  complaint  of  the  Archbishop  of 
Canterbury  that  it  did  not  leave  enough  power  to  the  clergy.2 

But  there  was  a  counter-current  setting  towards  a  better 
future  for  education ;  and  it  gained  ground  as  the  French  Revo¬ 
lution  slowly  receded  into  the  background  of  men’s  conscious¬ 
ness.  At  the  head  of  the  new  movement  were  the  Quakers, 

1  Whitbread  understood  the  social  question  better  than  the  other  Whig 
leaders.  He  moved  to  have  a  living  wage  enforced.  He  and  Lord  Holland 
were  often  peculiarly  right  about  social  questions. 

2  In  the  Commons  debate,  Mr.  Giddy,  afterwards  President  of  the  Royal 
Society  under  the  name  of  Gilbert,  said  :  '  However  specious  in  theory  the 
project  might  be  of  giving  education  to  the  labouring  classes  of  the  poor, 
it  would  be  prejudicial  to  their  morals  and  happiness  ;  it  would  teach  them 
to  despise  their  lot  in  life,  instead  of  making  them  good  servants  in  agricul¬ 
ture  or  other  laborious  employments  ;  instead  of  teaching  them  subordina¬ 
tion,  it  would  render  them  fractious  and  refractory,  as  was  evident  in  the 
manufacturing  counties  ;  it  would  enable  them  to  read  seditious  pamphlets, 
vicious  books,  and  publications  against  Christianity  ;  it  would  render  them 
insolent  to  their  superiors  ;  and  in  a  few  years  the  legislature  would  find  it 
necessary  to  direct  the  strong  arm  of  power  towards  them.’ 

This  represented  an  attitude  towards  popular  education  very  general 
among  gentry  and  farmers. 
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ever  ready  with  the  purse;  the  more  intelligent  Whig  leaders 
— Holland,  Whitbread,  Brougham;  the  Radical  philosophers 
headed  by  Bentham;  the  few  educated  leaders  of  the  workman, 
Owen  and  Place;  and,  in  a  separate  group,  the  Evangelical 
Churchmen  with  their  desire  to  promote  among  the  humblest 
the  personal  study  of  the  Bible.  All  these  assisted  to  provide 
voluntary  education  since  public  funds  were  not  available. 
More  conservative  educationalists,  who  dreaded  lest  a  learned 
peasantry  would  turn  Jacobin  or  desert  agriculture  for  clerical 
professions,  were  appeased  by  the  arrangement  that  only  read¬ 
ing,  and  not  writing,  should  be  taught  in  the  Sunday  schools, 
now  rapidly  on  the  increase. 

But,  during  the  Peninsular  War,  the  foundation  of  day- 
schools  and  the  propagation  of  the  dangerous  art  of  writing 
received  a  fresh  impulse.  For  some  years  past  the  Quaker 
Lancaster,  partly  helped  by  the  ideas  of  the  Churchman  Bell, 
his  future  rival,  had  been  working  out  a  cheap  education  based 
on  the  ‘monitorial  system  of  instruction.’  Lancaster’s  early 
efforts  led  to  the  formation  of  the  ‘  British  and  Foreign  School 
Society  ’  under  Dissenting  and  Whig  patronage,  on  the  basis 
of  undenominational  Bible-teaching  ;  while  the  Churchmen, 
partly  to  counter  Lancaster’s  early  efforts,  had  founded  the 
‘  National  Society  for  the  Education  of  the  Poor  according  to 
the  Principles  of  the  Church  of  England.’ 

The  claim  of  the  Church  to  control  the  spending  of  any 
public  funds  that  might  be  devoted  to  education  was  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  her  privileged  position  in  the  law  and  theory  of  that 
time,  but  it  was  naturally  resisted  by  many  indignant  laymen 
and  Dissenters.  The  result  was  that  all  chance  of  public  money 
going  to  education  was  put  off  to  the  Greek  Calends.  But 
religious  rivalry,  so  disastrous  in  the  legislative  sphere,  had  a 
healthy  effect  on  private  benefaction,  ‘  British  ’  and  ‘  National  ’ 
schools  multiplied,  and  the  Church  began  to  pull  ahead, 
especially  in  rural  districts.  In  1818  as  many  as  600,000 
children  out  of  two  million  were  attending  schools  of  some 
sort.  In  the  year  of  the  Reform  Bill,  when  Bell  died,  there 
were  as  many  as  12,000  ‘  National’  schools.1  But  the 

1  Cobbett,  anxious  to  disprove  that  learning  to  read  the  Bible  was  a 
sufficient  cure  for  the  misery  of  the  poor,  wrote  in  1816  with  his  usual  terse 
exaggeration  :  ‘  It  is  notorious  that  where  one  person  could  read  and  write 
a  hundred  years  ago,  fifty  persons  can  now  read  and  write  ;  it  is  notorious 
that,  where  one  Bible  was  printed  a  hundred  years  ago,  a  hundred  Bibles 
and  perhaps  a  thousand  Bibles  are  now  printed  ;  it  is  notorious  that  within 
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*  monitorial  system  of  instruction,’  though  it  made  it  easy  to  set 
up  schools  cheaply,  gave  very  poor  results.  The  master  kept 
order  while  certain  children  whom  he  had  instructed  before 
school-hours  imparted  their  newly  acquired  knowledge  to  the 
others  by  rote.  This  was  at  least  better  than  nothing.  But  in 
the  great  factory  districts,  especially  London  and  Lancashire,  the 
employment  of  children  in  mills  and  workshops  prevented  them 
from  receiving  education  of  any  kind,  and  made  illiteracy  com¬ 
mon  in  parts  of  England  where  it  should  have  been  most  rare. 

The  cause  of  Adult  Education  received  its  first  stimulus 
from  the  Industrial  Revolution  in  the  desire  of  mechanics  for 
general  scientific  knowledge,  and  the  willingness  of  the  more 
intelligent  part  of  the  middle  class  to  help  to  supply  their 
demand.  It  was  a  movement  partly  professional  and  utilitarian, 
partly  intellectual  and  ideal.  Disinterested  scientific  curiosity 
was  strong  among  the  better  class  of  workmen  in  the  North. 
From  1823  onwards  Mechanics’ Institutes,  begun  in  Scotland 
by  Dr.  Birkbeck,  spread  through  industrial  England.  The 
flame  was  fanned  by  the  bellows  of  Henry  Brougham’s  organ¬ 
ising  and  advertising  genius,  in  the  period  of  his  greatest 
public  service,  when  he  stood  for  the  real  ‘  Opposition  ’  in 
Parliament  and  country,  pointing  to 

‘The  young  time  with  the  life  ahead.’ 

Self-satisfied  classical  scholars  like  Peacock  might  laugh  at  the 
‘  learned  friend  ’  and  his  ‘  steam-intellect  society,’  but  the  new 
world  could  not  live  wholly  on  classical  scholarship  carefully 
locked  away  from  common  use  in  the  close  ecclesiastical  cor¬ 
porations  of  the  Oxford  and  Cambridge  of  that  day.  Nor,  in 
an  age  that  needed  first  and  foremost  to  be  converted  to  see 
the  need  for  education,  was  there  so  much  harm  in  a  ‘  semi- 
Solomon  ’  from  Scotland,  irrepressible  in  zeal  as  a  propagandist 
and  not  afraid  of  making  a  fool  of  himself  before  the  learned  if 
he  could  help  the  ignorant  to  learn. 

The  success  of  these  democratic  Mechanics’  Institutes, 
with  an  annual  subscription  of  a  guinea,  reminds  us  that  there 
was  one  section  of  the  working  men,  the  engineers  and 

the  last  twenty  years  schools  of  all  sorts  for  the  poor  have  increased  a  hun¬ 
dred-fold  ;  it  is  notorious  that  where  one  man  was  hanged  in  England,  fifty 
men  are  now  hanged  ;  it  is  notorious  that  where  one  person  was  a  pauper 
when  Pitt  became  minister,  there  are  now  more  than  twenty  persons 
paupers.’ — Political  Register,  Sept.  7,  1816. 
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mechanics,  who  had  already  gained  more  than  they  lost  by  the 
Industrial  Revolution.1 

Of  that  Revolution,  the  men  who  made  and  mended  the 
machines  were  indeed  the  bodyguard.  They  were  usually 
better  paid  than  their  fellow-workmen,  they  were  on  the 
average  more  intelligent,  and  they  often  took  the  lead  in  educa¬ 
tional  and  political  movements.  They  were  less  looked  down 
upon  by  the  employers,  who  had  to  consult  them  and  to  bow 
to  their  technical  knowledge.  They  were  in  the  forefront  of 
progress  and  invention,  and  rejoiced  in  the  sense  of  leading 
the  new  age.  Such  workmen  were  the  Stephensons  of  Tyne¬ 
side  ;  there  was  nothing  ‘  middle  class  ’  about  the  origins  of 
the  man  who  invented  the  locomotive,  after  having  taught 
himself  to  read  at  the  age  of  seventeen. 

It  is  indeed  easier  to  reconstruct  the  early  history  of  the 
coal-miners  and  textile  hands,  than  that  of  the  mechanics  and 
engineers,  because  the  latter  were  scattered  up  and  down  the 
country.  But  any  picture  of  the  earliest  and  worst  stage  of  the 
Industrial  Revolution  is  too  black  if  it  omits  the  life  of  the 
mechanics.  The  motto  of  the  coming  age  was  ‘  self-help,’  a 
doctrine  that  left  behind  many  of  the  weaker  and  less  for¬ 
tunate;  but  at  least  there  were  from  the  first  other  classes 
besides  employers  and  middlemen  who  reaped  a  large  share 
of  its  benefits,  and  who  grew  to  a  larger  manhood  under  the 
moral  and  intellectual  stimulus  of  the  individualist  doctrine. 


CHAPTER  X 

*  Macadamising  ’ — Highways  and  horses — Hunting,  shooting,  boxing— 
Sports  and  athletics— Public  Schools — The  Army  and  the  nation — 
Canada  and  the  American  War  of  1812— Castlereagh’s  American  policy, 
1817-18. 

It  has  been  pointed  out  in  an  early  chapter  2  that  the  way  for 
the  Industrial  Revolution  had  been  prepared  by  an  improve¬ 
ment  in  roads.  About  1750,  private  Turnpike  Companies 
with  Parliamentary  powers  began  on  a  large  scale  to  perform 

1  In  March  1824  Place  describes  his  joy  at  seeing  ‘  from  800  to  900  clean, 
respectable-looking  mechanics  paying  most  marked  attention  to  a  lecture 
on  chemistry.  That  year  the  Mechanics’  Magazine  sold  16,000  copies  and 
1500  workmen  subscribed  a  guinea  to  the  London  Institute. 
z  Pp.  8-10  above. 
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the  neglected  duties  of  the  parish  authorities,  who  had  from 
time  immemorial  been  charged  in  vain  with  the  maintenance 
of  the  highways.  The  Turnpikes  did  so  well  that  wheeled 
traffic  began  to  oust  the  pack-horse,  and  distant  markets  were 
opened  up,  rendering  possible  a  new  economic  regime.  Half 
a  century  later,  business  men  were  becoming  increasingly  im¬ 
patient  of  the  continued  badness  of  many  of  the  roads.  Trans¬ 
port  was  the  life-blood  of  the  new  agriculture  and  of  the  new 
industry,  and  although  heavy  goods  could  on  certain  routes 
go  part  of  their  journey  by  the  new  canals,  there  were  as  yet 
no  railways. 

John  Loudon  Macadam  was  a  public-spirited  Scottish 
gentleman,  living  in  the  west  of  England,  who  devoted  his 
energies  to  the  improvement  of  English  roads  during  the  first 
thirty  years  of  the  nineteenth  century.  He  invented  and  ap¬ 
plied  a  method  of  solidifying  the  road  with  hard,  small  stone, 
in  which  the  hopeful  part  of  the  public  saw  the  secret  of  new 
markets,  wider  activities  and  unbounded  wealth.  ‘  Macadam¬ 
ising  ’  was  not  only,  in  its  literal  sense,  a  practical  work  of  great 
public  utility;  it  became  the  symbol  of  all  progress,  and  was 
metaphorically  used  in  common  parlance  for  any  aspects  of  the 
new  age  where  improved  and  uniform  scientific  methods  were 
in  demand.  The  fact  that  the  word  suggested  Scotland  made 
it  specially  appropriate  in  the  days  of  Brougham  and  the  Edin¬ 
burgh  philosophers. 

The  Board  of  Agriculture,  anxious  to  bring  the  produce  of 
the  new  farming  to  the  new  urban  markets,  supported  Mac¬ 
adam  in  his  endeavours  to  combine  and  reform  the  innumer¬ 
able  and  largely  inefficient  Turnpike  Trusts  of  the  day.  Backed 
by  public  opinion,  this  policy  had  a  great  measure  of  success. 
It  is  remarkable  that  local  government  was  not,  at  this  period, 
chosen  as  the  machinery  of  road  reform :  the  Parish  had  failed 
because  it  was  too  small  an  area  for  the  purpose, — and  the 
time  for  effective  and  popular  County  administration  was  still 
far  distant. 

The  Post  Office  rivalled  the  Board  of  Agriculture  in  its  zeal 
for  the  improvement  of  roads.  It  was  indeed  a  change,  pro¬ 
phetic  of  much  in  the  new  century,  that  two  public  departments 
should  take  the  initiative  in  schemes  for  the  public  welfare. 
Ihe  Post  Office  employed  the  engineer,  Thomas  Telford,  a 
Scottish  shepherd’s  son,  to  construct  the  road  to  Holyhead. 
The  -pontijex  maximus ,  as  Telford  was  called,  to  the  wonder  of 
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the  world  threw  an  iron  suspension  bridge  across  the  Menai  1819-25 
Straits  to  Anglesey.,  It  was  the  crowning  performance  of  a  new 
movement  in  bridge-building  which  made  use  of  the  abundant 
iron  produced  by  the  coal  furnaces.  Telford,  besides  making 
canals  and  aqueducts  in  England,  had  made  many  roads  in 
his  native  land,  which  proved  even  more  useful  than  his  most 
famous  achievement,  the  Caledonian  Canal.  The  combined  1822 
result  of  Telford’s  roads  and  Scott’s  romances  was  that  tourists 
and  sportsmen  poured  every  summer  into  the  Highlands. 

When  Macadam  and  Telford  had  covered  the  island  with 
a  network  of  hard,  smooth  roads,  trimly-built  stage-coaches 
galloped  where  their  heavy  predecessors  had  crawled.  The 
coach  had  its  brief  day  of  glory  and  perfection, — from  those 
proud  summer  mornings  when,  hung  with  laurels,  it  left 
behind  the  news  of  fresh  victories  in  Spain,  as  it  careered  with¬ 
out  a  halt  through  cheering  villages,  to  the  time  when  its  daily 
message  on  the  fortunes  of  the  Reform  Bill  was  no  less  eagerly 
awaited  by  assembled  multitudes,  staring  down  the  road  for 
its  coming.  When  Sir  Walter  Scott  was  a  young  man,  the 
coaches  still  crawled;  when  he  died,  they  were  on  the  point  of 
being  eclipsed,  at  the  height  of  their  speed  and  glory,  by  the 
steam-engine.  But  during  that  one  generation,  the  inn-yard 
whence  they  started  was  the  microcosm  of  the  national  life. 

And  the  ‘  coaching  days,’  from  Waterloo  to  Pickwick ,  still  stand 
in  popular  imagination  for  the  last  era  of  ‘  old  England,’  jovial, 
self-reliant,  matter-of-fact,  but  still  as  full  of  romance,  colour, 
character  and  incident  as  the  world  of  Chaucer’s  pilgrims  who 
rode  so  slowly  along  the  green  tracks  so  many  centuries  before. 

Until  the  coming  of  the  railway,  the  macadamised  roads 
made  the  horse  more  than  ever  the  cynosure  of  English  eyes. 

To  ride  him  had  been  the  chief  delight  for  centuries;  to  drive 
him  was  now  no  less  desired.  The  aspiration  of  youth  was 
to  sit  beside  the  mail-coachman  on  the  box,  or  to  keep  a  gig 
and  bowl  along  the  highroad  among  the  post-chaises.1  The 
breed  of  horses  was  improved  to  meet  the  new  opportunities 
for  speed  that  Macadam  had  created. 

On  the  hunting-field,  as  on  the  road,  the  breed  of  horses 
had  altered  with  the  pace.  Though  hunting  has  survived 
coaching,  we  still  look  back  on  that  period  as  the  great  days 

1  Thomas  Carlyle  devised  the  word  gigmanity  ’  for  '  respectability,' 
because  at  Thurtell's  trial  one  of  the  witnesses  said  ‘  he  was  a  very  respect¬ 
able  man  :  he  kept  a  gig.' 
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when  the  red  coat,  not  of  the  soldier,  ruled  in  the  island  that 
Wellington  had  saved.  During  the  eighteenth  century,  fox¬ 
hunting  had  expelled  stag-hunting,  and  had  itself  gradually 
expanded  from  a  sedate  watching  of  the  hounds  from  horse¬ 
back  on  the  village  common  and  inside  a  gentleman’s  own 
estate,  to  a  break-neck  gallop  across  the  county,  which,  having 
been  largely  cleared  of  its  bogs  and  woodlands,  presented  the 
hedges  and  channelled  watercourses  of  the  new  enclosures 
under  the  cheerful  aspect  of  innumerable  ‘  jumps.’  The  Pytch- 
ley  under  Lord  Althorp  set  the  standard  of  Shire  hunting ;  many 
country  gentlemen  in  the  Midlands  shut  up  their  own  houses 
for  the  season  and  came  with  their  families  to  live  at  Pytchley. 

Shooting  had,  during  the  preceding  century,  entirely  re¬ 
placed  hawking.  The  change  induced  an  insatiate  demand  for 
more  birds  and  hares,  and  ever  stricter  preservation  of  wild 
animals  in  a  famishing  country-side.  Artificial  pheasant-breed¬ 
ing  and  battues  were  only  beginning  to  come  in,  and  it  was  not 
yet  common  to  drive  the  birds.  To  shoot  pheasants,  part¬ 
ridges  or  grouse  over  dogs  was  the  ordinary  day’s  business,  in¬ 
volving  hard  exercise,  field-craft,  and  Spartan  habits.  It  was  a 
fine  sport,  and  helped  to  inspire  the  class  that  then  set  the  mode 
in  everything  from  poetry  to  pugilism,  with  an  intimate  love  and 
knowledge  of  woodland,  hedgerow  and  moor,  and  a  strong 
preference  for  country  over  town  life  which  is  too  seldom 
found  in  the  leaders  of  fashion  in  any  age  or  land. 

Indirectly,  therefore,  the  passion  for  shooting  game  did 
much  for  what  was  best  in  our  civilisation.  But  it  was  unfor¬ 
tunately  connected,  as  fox-hunting  was  not,  with  the  poach¬ 
ing  war  and  all  manner  of  unneighbourliness.  The  legislation 
affecting  ‘  game  ’  was  exclusive  and  selfish,  not  only  towards 
the  poor  but  towards  everyone  except  an  aristocratic  few.  It 
was  illegal  for  anyone  to  buy  or  sell  game, — with  the  result  that 
prices  obtainable  by  poachers  were  much  increased;  and  it  was 
illegal  for  anyone  who  was  not  a  squire  or  a  squire’s  eldest  son 
to  kill  game  even  at  the  invitation  of  the  owner.1  This  incon- 

1  In  1822  a  farmer  coursed  a  hare  on  his  own  farm  by  leave  of  his  land¬ 
lord.  The  gamekeepers  of  the  neighbouring  landlord,  the  Duke  of  Bucking 
ham,  had  him  up  before  their  master  as  magistrate,  who  in  his  own  house 
and  on  his  own  keepers’  evidence,  convicted  him.  Such  churlish  separation 
of  the  interests  of  neighbour  sportsmen  was  unknown  in  the  traditions  of 
the  fox-hunting  community.  For  this  reason,  perhaps,  there  are  many 
hunting-songs,  and  songs  of  fishing,  cricket  and  football,  but  I  have  never 
heard  of  an  English  shooting-song.  The  '  Lincolnshire  Poacher's  ’  song 
suggests  that  game-preserving  is  alien  to  the  muse  ! 
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venient  law  was  indeed  sometimes  evaded  by  a  process  known 
as  ‘  deputation.’  And  it  was  abolished  by  the  Whig  legislators 
of  1831,  in  spite  of  the  opposition  of  the  Duke  of  Wellington, 
who  was  convinced  that  these  extraordinary  restrictions  were 
the  only  means  of  keeping  game  in  the  country-side.  The 
event  proved  that  he  was  too  pessimistic. 

It  was  characteristic  of  the  early  years  of  the  century  that, 
although  savage  punishments  were  meted  out  to  poachers  if 
they  were  poor  men,  *  gentleman  poachers  ’  used  to  shoot  with 
impunity  over  other  people’s  estates  in  the  open  day,  deceiving 
the  gamekeepers  by  elaborate  artifices  or  barefaced  lying,  and 
in  some  cases  by  threats  of  violence. 

In  all  sports  save  those  connected  with  ‘  game,’  the  upper 
class  appeared  as  the  patrons  of  the  popular  enthusiasm, 
pleased  to  share  a  common  emotion  which  did  much  to  unite 
a  deeply  divided  society,  and  to  keep  its  hereditary  leaders 
popular  as  sportsmen,  if  they  were  ceasing  always  to  please  as 
politicians.  Coaching,  horse-racing,  fox-hunting,  boxing,  cock- 
fighting,  furnished  the  hourly  thoughts  of  multitudes.  The 
prize-ring  in  its  ‘  most  high  and  palmy  state  ’  was  thus  de¬ 
scribed  by  that  soul  of  chivalry  and  honour,  Lord  Althorp, 
speaking  in  his  old  age  to  a  friend : 

‘  He  said  his  conviction  of  the  advantages  of  boxing  was 
so  strong,  that  he  had  been  seriously  considering  whether  it 
was  not  a  duty  he  owed  to  the  public  to  go  and  attend  every 
prize-fight  which  took  place.  In  his  opinion  cases  of  stabbing 
arose  from  the  manly  habit  of  boxing  having  been  discouraged. 
He  gave  us  an  account  of  prize-fights  he  had  attended,  how  he 
had  seen  Mendoza  knocked  down  for  the  first  five  or  six 
rounds  by  Humphreys,  and  seeming  almost  beat,  till  the  Jews 
got  their  money  on;  when,  a  hint  being  given  him,  he  began 
in  earnest  and  soon  turned  the  tables.  He  described  a  fight 
between  Gully  and  the  Chicken.  How  he  rode  down  to  Brick- 
hill, — how  he  was  loitering  about  the  inn-door,  when  a 
barouche-and-four  drove  up  with  Lord  Byron  and  a  party,  and 
Jackson  the  trainer, — how  they  all  dined  together,  and  how 
pleasant  it  had  been.  Then  the  fight  next  day;  the  men  strip¬ 
ping,  the  intense  excitement,  the  sparring;  then  the  first  round, 
the  attitude  of  the  men, — it  was  really  worthy  of  Homer.’ 

The  professional  prize-ring,  as  Althorp  here  indicates,  had 
two  aspects.  Some  of  the  champions  whom  it  bred  were  as 
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fine  Englishmen  as  ever  stepped,  but  it  was  no  more  a  school 
of  virtue  than  the  race-course,  and  indeed  it  eventually  lost 
patronage  because  it  was  so  dishonestly  conducted. 

Outside  the  prize-ring,  men  and  boys  were  in  the  habit  of 
settling  their  differences  with  their  fists.  It  was  a  national 
custom  of  which  everyone  was  proud,  and  it  united  and  equal¬ 
ised  all  classes.  The  coachman  could  challenge  his  fare,  if  he 
‘  handled  his  fives  well.’  The  more  aristocratic  and  bloody 
custom  of  the  duel,  disapproved  as  impious  by  Evangelicals, 
and  as  foolish  and  wrong  by  the  rising  middle  class,  was  gradu¬ 
ally  dying  out  among  gentlemen,  who  had  long  ceased  to  wear 
swords,  and  many  of  whom  had  not  even  learnt  to  fence. 
Duelling  by  pistol  had  none  of  the  artistic  interest  and  antique 
romance  of  the  foils,  ‘  the  immortal  passado!  thepunto  reverso! 
the  hay !  ’  To  pit  human  life  on  the  vagaries  of  a  bullet  offended 
the  common-sense  spirit  of  the  age,  although  there  was  a 
curiously  large  number  of  such  encounters  between  eminent 
statesmen, — Pitt  against  Tierney,  Canning  against  Castlereagh, 
and  Wellington  against  Lord  Winchilsea  as  late  as  1829. 

Boxing  helped  the  duel  to  die  out  by  substituting  another 
field  of  honour,  suited  to  a  more  democratic  age.  Keats  as  a 
schoolboy  was  more  devoted  to  pugilism  than  to  poetry,  and 
when  he  grew  to  manhood  attacked  and  defeated  a  butcher 
whom  he  found  ill-treating  an  animal.  In  1825  the  Hon.  F.  A. 
Cooper,  a  brother  of  the  future  philanthropist  Lord  Shaftes¬ 
bury,  was  killed  at  the  age  of  fourteen  in  a  two  hours’  fight  of 
sixty  rounds  with  another  Eton  boy,  a  nephew  of  the  Marquis 
of  Londonderry,  a  large  part  of  the  school  looking  on.  Young 
swells  about  town  would  figure  as  popular  heroes  by  knocking 
down  at  fisticuffs  the  last  generation  of  old-fashioned  watch¬ 
men,  and  carrying  off  their  rattles  and  staves  as  trophies, — 

1829  before  the  advent  of  Sir  Robert  Peel’s  ‘  police  ’  made  such 
pranks  unsafe.  Strong  self-will  and  eccentricity  were  the 
qualities  admired  in  that  age  of  individualism.  The  leaders  of 
sporting  and  fashionable  circles  sought  to  be  eccentric  and 
were  not  afraid  to  be  literary, — from  Lord  Byron  and  Lord 
Barrymore  down  to  Thurtell,  the  murderer,  who  talked  and 
acted  as  if  he  were  always  on  the  stage. 

1824  Thurtell’s  murder  of  Weir  was  the  event  that  created  most 
popular  interest  between  the  Queen’s  trial  and  the  Reform  Bill. 
Because  he  was  a  ‘  sporting  character,’  of  strong  personality, 
well  known  in  boxing  and  theatrical  circles,  Thurtell’s  vogue 
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with  a  large  public  survived  the  proof  that  he  had  committed 
a  peculiarly  horrid  murder  of  a  man  he  suspected  of  having 
cheated  him  at  cards.  After  his  execution,  children  were  known 
to  write  as  their  copy-book  exercises  the  amazing  sentiment  : 

‘  Thurtell  was  a  murdered  man.’  Sir  Walter  Scott,  who  had 
too  much  sense  to  take  this  view,  collected  the  popular  literature 
of  the  trial  as  assiduously  as  the  minstrelsy  of  the  Border.1 

While  interest  in  *  sporting  events  and  characters  ’  was 
almost  universal,  organised  games  and  athletics  did  not  play 
what  we  should  now  consider  a  large  part  in  the  life  of  the 
ordinary  Englishman,  or  even  of  the  English  schoolboy. 
Cricket  had  been  for  the  last  hundred  years  slowly  rising  to  its 
local  fame  on  the  village  green.  Football,  though  a  far  older 
game  in  various  primitive  forms,  had  not  yet  obtained  its 
modern  rules  or  its  modern  popularity.  The  upper  class  public 
schools,  whence  the  passion  for  organised  athletics  afterwards 
spread  to  the  adult  democracy,  were  not  yet  dominated  by 
cricket  and  football,  nor  were  the  exuberant  energies  of 
boyhood  channelled  off  into  athletic  routine. 

In  the  ill-regulated  boarding-houses  to  which  a  certain 
number  of  the  upper  class  were  bold  enough  to  entrust  their 
sons,  some  boys  used  their  ample  leisure,  which  was  larger 
then  than  now,  for  scholarship,  promiscuous  reading  and  poetic 
or  botanic  rambles  in  the  country ;  but  among  the  normal  features 
of  public  school  life  were  fighting,  bullying,  poaching,  rough 
practical  joking,  drunkenness,  gambling  and  disorder  of  every 
sort,  with  no  monitorial  system  to  keep  them  within  bounds. 

The  masters  lived  apart  from  the  boys,  whom  they  regarded 
as  their  4  natural  enemies,’  and  generally  treated  as  such  in  the 
matter  of  flogging.  Public  school  1  rebellions  ’  had  on  more 
than  one  occasion  to  be  suppressed  by  the  military  forces  of 
the  Crown  ! 

The  beginning  of  reform  in  upper  class  boarding-schools  1828- 
was  at  Rugby,  during  the  head  mastership  of  Dr.  Thomas  1842 
Arnold.  The  example  which  Rugby  set  to  other  such  schools 
led  to  improved  discipline  and  humaner  life,  secured  partly 
on  a  closer  relation  of  the  masters  to  their  pupils,  and  partly 
on  self-government  among  the  boys  through  selected  monitors 
or  prefects.  But  it  would  not  be  accurate  to  ascribe  to  Arnold’s 

1  The  best  account  of  Thurtell,  outside  the  records  of  the  trial,  is  at  the 
end  of  chapter  xxiv  of  Borrow’s  Lavengro,  a  book  that  breathes  the  spirit 
of  that  period  of  strong  and  eccentric  characters. 


17a  PUBLIC  SCHOOLS 

own  wishes  the  undue  predominance  of  athletics,  which  by  the 
end  of  the  century  had  become  the  bane  of  the  reformed 
public  school,  as  well  as  the  means  of  spreading  the  athletic 
gospel  to  other  grades  of  society,  and  to  humbler  schools  where 
a  modicum  of  organised  athletics  has  been  of  untold  value. 
Arnold  did  nothing  directly  for  athletics  at  Rugby.  He  only 
put  a  stop  to  certain  other  ways  in  which  boys  spent  their  time 
decidedly  less  well.  For  the  rest  he  occasionally  ‘  stood  on  the 
touch-line  and  looked  pleased.’  Compulsory  athletics  and 
the  glorified  athlete  were  not  in  his  scheme  of  things.  But 
the  spread  of  Rugby  football,  which  dates  from  his  era,  and  of 
Public  School  and  University  athletics  in  all  their  subsequent 
extent  and  influence,  came  as  a  natural  development,  as  soon 
as  boys  and  men  turned  away  in  boredom  and  disapproval 
from  pugilism,  rowdyism,  dog  and  cock  fighting,  and  other 
‘  sporting  events  ’  in  which  their  fathers  had  delighted  in  the 
age  of  Byron. 

The  public  schools  of  the  Waterloo  era  had  either  to  be 
reformed  or  to  give  place  to  some  entirely  new  system  that 
could  pass  muster  with  a  more  humane  and  critical  age.  The 
improvements  effected  by  Dr.  Arnold  met  the  case.  And  if 
reform  had  stopped  where  its  originator  intended,  it  might 
all  have  been  pure  gain.  But  in  later  years  the  leisure  and 
initiative  of  the  individual  boy  were  increasingly  sacrificed  to 
meet  the  demands  of  the  athletic  time-table,  with  the  organised 
mass-opinion  of  the  boys  and  often  of  the  masters  to  enforce 
obedience  to  a  stereotyped  ideal  of  games  and  ‘  good  form.’ 

It  may  well  be  that  this  was  one  among  many  causes  why 
after  two  generations  of  ‘  steady  progress,’  although  the  aver¬ 
age  perhaps  rose,  genius  and  strong  individual  characters  were 
less  common  at  the  end  of  the  nineteenth  century  than  they 
had  been  in  pre-reform  days.  An  examination  of  the  facts  will 
show  that  the  great  men  of  letters,  science  and  politics  who 
made  the  fame  and  fortune  of  the  early  and  middle  Victorian 
age,  had  been  brought  up  with  more  variety  and  freedom, 
either  at  home,  or  at  day  schools,  or  in  small  academies  or 
grammar  schools,  or  else  in  the  unreformed  public  schools, 
where  the  wheat  and  tares  were  for  better  and  worse  allowed 
to  grow  up,  each  in  their  own  way,  until  the  harvest. 

One  thing  that  boisterous  old  England  decisively  was  not 
- — it  was  not  militarist.  The  race  that  had  conquered  on  the 
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fields  of  the  Peninsula  and  Waterloo  had  martial  instincts  but 
Slot  military  ideals.  *■  Foreign  observers,  coming  over  at  the 
peace  from  a  Continent  that  had  just  exchanged  the  rule  of 
French  for  the  rule  of  German  officers,  were  struck  with  the 
absence  of  military  display  in  the  victor  island,  and  the  absence 
of  military  habits  of  thought  even  among  the  dominant  aris¬ 
tocracy.  That  aristocracy  consisted  of  rural  squires,  some  of 
them  with  a  turn  for  books,  and  nearly  all  of  them  with  a  turn 
for  sport,  administration  and  politics.  Their  younger  sons 
supplied  the  Church,  the  Army  and  the  Navy.1  The  English 
gentry  had  on  these  terms  proved  far  better  able  to  stand  up 
for  their  order  than  the  French  noblesse ,  who  had  lost  all  during 
the  very  years  when  the  English  squires  were  gaining  more 
land,  and  more  power  over  the  land,  at  the  expense  of  the 
peasantry.  But  the  English  squires  established  their  power 
not,  like  the  Prussian  Junkers,  by  identifying  their  class  with 
the  Army  and  the  Army  with  the  State,  but  by  taking  the  lead 
in  politics,  justice,  administration,  agriculture,  sport,  and  in 
the  patronage  of  art  and  letters,  as  well  as  by  fighting  their 
country’s  battles  on  land  and  sea. 

The  tradition  of  the  Tory  squires  was  anti-militarist, 
beginning  with  the  reaction  against  Cromwell  and  continuing 
through  the  Whig  wars  against  Louis  XIV.  The  original 
Tories  had  made  a  favourite  of  the  Navy  as  against  the  Army. 
And  so  in  these  later  wars,  which  were  pre-eminently  Tory 
wars,  all  classes  and  parties  were  agreed  in  regarding  the  Army 
not  as  the  master  of  the  State,  but  as  one  of  its  servants. 

It  was  a  fact  of  historic  importance  that  England’s  greatest 
soldier  was  the  least  militaristic  of  men.  His  example  was 
effective  in  perpetuating  the  custom  of  getting  into  mufti  at 
the  earliest  possible  moment  off  duty,  a  practice  which  has 
fostered  the  peculiarly  English  idea  that  an  army  officer  is 
only  a  gentleman  engaged  on  a  special  public  service.  After 
Waterloo,  Wellington  covered  the  operation  of  disarmament 
with  the  shield  of  his  unrivalled  authority.2  When  the  Duke 
of  York  died  in  1 827,  he  could  not  be  given  a  military  funeral, 

1  At  the  peace  a  considerable  number  of  officers  passed  straight  into  the 
Church,  very  few  into  business.  The  salaried  Civil  Service  was  then  a  small 
affair. 

*  Towards  the  end  of  his  life  he  constantly  complained  to  Ministers,  and 
not  without  reason,  of  the  smallness  of  the  Army.  But  he  himself  had  done 
much  to  let  it  become  small  in  an  epoch  when  heavy  military  expenditure 
would  have  been  more  dangerous  than  unpreparedness,  since  there  was 
little  against  which  to  prepare. 


CANADA 


174 

because,  as  Wellington  reported,  there  were  not  enough  troops 
in  England  to  bury  a  field-marshal  1  The  Tories  at  home,  like 
the  Holy  Alliance  abroad,  stood  for  *  peace  and  order.’  ‘  Order  ’ 
was  sometimes  a  euphemism  for  oppression,  but  ‘  peace  ’ 
really  meant  ‘  peace.’  And  the  Tory  peace  was  used  to  reduce 
armaments  and  so  to  get  rid  of  a  large  portion  of  the  taxes, 
with  the  unpopularity  and  distress  that  they  implied.  Before 
the  creation  of  an  effective  police,  the  military  force  maintained 
was  barely  enough  to  secure  public  tranquillity  in  time  of  riot. 
The  general  belief  that  it  would  be  incapable  of  putting  down 
a  determined  rising  of  the  middle  and  lower  classes  together 
did  much  towards  the  peaceable  solution  of  the  crisis  of  1832. 

Wellington  was  a  typical  Tory.  He  wished  England  to  be 
governed  by  her  gentlemen,  not  by  her  generals.  This  attitude 
on  his  part  did  much  to  secure  the  peaceful  development  of 
our  institutions  in  a  new  age  with  which  he  was  in  many 
respects  out  of  sympathy. 

The  plantation  of  Upper  Canada  by  loyalist  refugees  from 
the  revolted  Colonies  had  led  Pitt  to  divide  this  new  English- 
speaking  province  from  Lower  Canada  with  its  French- 
Catholic  civilisation,  and  at  the  same  time  to  establish  in  both 
provinces  the  rudiments  of  Parliamentary  institutions,  though 
not  yet  responsible  self-government.1 

It  was  the  best  arrangement  for  both  parts  of  Canada  at 
that  stage  of  their  development.  But  it  implied  a  difficult 
period  of  transition,  with  friction  between  an  executive  still 
nominated  by  the  Crown  and  a  legislative  with  as  little  power 
as  an  early  Stuart  Parliament.  The  official  class,  sent  out  by  the 
inefficient  Colonial  Office  of  the  day  as  a  result  of  party  jobs 
or  personal  favour,  was  justly  unpopular  in  all  the  Colonies, 
which  were  made  the  dumping  ground  for  worn-out  general 
officers,  and  cousins  of  peers  with  boroughs.  Canada  was  no 
exception  to  this  bad  rule.  The  French  Canadians  complained 
that  they  had  no  representatives  among  the  officials,  who, 
whether  English  or  Canadian  born,  spent  their  time  in  trying 
to  turn  the  Governor  against  the  French  majority.  The 
English-speaking  Canadians  found  the  same  officials  corrupt 
and  snobbish,  a  pinchbeck  aristocracy,  keeping  itself  loftily 
apart  from  a  democratic  community  of  backwoodsmen  which 
thoroughly  despised  them  in  return.  The  governors  them- 
1  See  pp.  56-59  above,  and  map  there. 
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selves  had  too  often  lost  the  ‘  Carleton  touch  ’  of  confidence  in 
the  people. 

But  in  spite  of  all  this,  Carleton  and  the  two  Pitts  had 
built  on  the  rock,  and  when  the  flood  came  in  1812  the  house 
stood  firm. 

The  war  between  Great  Britain  and  the  United  States  was 
the  result  of  a  dispute  over  two  questions  arising  out  of  our 
conduct  of  the  war  with  Napoleon :  the  enforcement  of  the 
Orders  in  Council  restricting  neutral  commerce  with  the  Con¬ 
tinent,  and  the  search  of  American  vessels  for  deserters  from 
the  British  Navy.  On  both  counts  there  was  much  to  be  said 
for  and  against  both  sides.  It  was  a  case  for  compromise,  and 
war  or  peace  really  depended  on  the  mutual  goodwill  of  the 
disputants.  Unfortunately  neither  Government  deserved  well 
of  posterity.  The  Tory  Cabinet  shared  the  aristocratic  con¬ 
tempt  felt  by  their  party  for  the  federation  of  rebel  States, 
which  had  arisen  by  defying  George  III,  and  which  was 
expected  speedily  to  demonstrate  by  its  dissolution  the  imprac¬ 
ticable  nature  of  democracy.  On  the  other  side,  President 
Madison  catered  for  an  equally  unintelligent  anti-British  tra¬ 
dition,  against  which  President  Washington  had  striven  with 
success  when  faced  by  a  similar  crisis  in  1793.  But  it  was 
of  good  augury  for  the  future  that  the  British  middle  classes, 
led  by  Brougham,  made  their  first  appearance  in  nineteenth- 
century  politics  by  compelling  the  Government  to  withdraw  the 
Orders  in  Council,  so  as  to  avoid  war  with  America.1  Unfor¬ 
tunately  the  concession  came  just  too  late,  for  that  week 
America  had  declared  war.  It  was  equally  of  good  omen  that 
the  war  was  unpopular  in  New  England.  In  1814  the  Northern 
States  began  to  talk  of  secession  if  peace  were  not  made. 
Although  it  was  the  merchants  and  sailors  of  New  England 
who  suffered  from  the  grievances  on  the  high  seas  that  were 
the  pretext  of  the  war,  yet  it  was  New  England  that  protested 
against  the  war  policy  of  the  Southern  democrats.2 

The  pacificism  of  New  York  and  Massachusetts,  the  states 
that  could  have  made  the  earliest  and  most  formidable  attack 
on  Canada  if  they  had  been  so  minded,  saved  us  from  a 

1  See  p.  130  above. 

2  In  congress,  Josiah  Quincy  spoke  of  the  invasion  of  Canada  as  '  a  cruel, 
wanton,  senseless  and  wicked  attack  upon  an  unoffending  people,  bound  to 
us  by  ties  of  blood  and  good  neighbourhood,  undertaken  for  the  punish¬ 
ment  over  their  shoulders  of  another  people,  3000  miles  away,  by  young 
politicians  to  whom  reason,  justice,  pity  were  nothing,  revenge  everything.' 
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desperate  strait.  When  war  broke  out  there  were  only  4500 
regular  troops  in  the  whole  of  Canada.  The  French  Canadians, 
though  they  had  no  wish  to  be  swallowed  up  in  the  United 
States,  disliked  British  rule.  And  in  Upper  Canada  itself, 
alongside  of  the  United  Empire  Loyalists,  there  was  a  large 
recent  immigration  of  men  from  over  the  border  whose  emo¬ 
tional  allegiance  was  uncertain.  Never  before  or  since  has  the 
independence  of  Canada  been  in  greater  danger  than  in  the 
summer  of  1812. 

Fortunately  there  was  a  man  capable  of  meeting  the  crisis. 
Isaac  Brock,  the  very  best  type  of  British  soldier,  then  acting 
both  as  Governor  and  General  in  Upper  Canada,  determined 
to  take  the  offensive  as  the  likeliest  means  to  rouse  a  national 

Aug.  spirit.  He  captured  Detroit  with  a  force  inferior  in  numbers 

1812  to  the  enemy.  Though  he  was  killed  in  battle  two  months  later, 
his  bold  policy  and  the  ability  and  success  with  which  he  had 
carried  it  through,  had  put  both  Anglo-Saxons  and  French  on 
their  mettle,  and  encouraged  them  to  hold  out  in  the  following 

1813  year  when  the  Americans  pushed  into  Canada  in  much  greater 
force.  This  middle  period  of  the  war  included  a  series  of  naval 
actions  on  the  Great  Lakes,  in  which  the  superior  numbers  of 
the  American  ships  gave  them  the  upper  hand.  But  the  con- 

1814  quest  of  Canada  failed.  After  the  first  fall  of  Napoleon,  the 
Peninsular  troops  were  hurried  across  the  Atlantic  and  all 
danger  passed  away. 

Meanwhile,  on  the  open  sea,  the  frigates  of  the  small 
American  Navy  had  unexpected  successes  in  single  combats 
with  British  ships  of  their  own  size.  The  lords  of  the  ocean 
were  so  seriously  annoyed  by  these  reverses  that  when  the  tide 
turned  and  the  Chesapeake  was  defeated  in  June  1813  by 
H.M.S.  Shannon  outside  Boston  harbour,  the  event  won  a 
place  in  song  and  history  out  of  all  proportion  to  its  importance. 
The  net  result  of  the  naval  war  was  that  the  American  mer¬ 
cantile  marine  suffered  very  severely,  but  a  tradition  of  mutual 
respect  was  established  between  the  two  English-speaking 
navies  that  in  later  years  developed  into  friendship. 

The  last  stage  of  the  war  had  better  have  been  omitted. 
Various  points  of  the  American  seaboard  were  attacked  by  our 
regular  forces  from  Europe,  including  the  flower  of  the  Penin¬ 
sular  Army.  In  one  of  these  raids,  up  Chesapeake  Bay,  the 
public  buildings  of  Washington  were  burned,  in  reprisals  for 

I814  the  burning  the  year  before  of  Toronto,  then  called  York. 
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The  unsuccessful  British  attack  on  Fort  McHenry,  on  the 
same  expedition,  inspired  the  words  of  ‘  The  Star-Spangled 
Banner.’  The  last  and  biggest  battle  of  the  war  was  fought 
two  weeks  after  peace,  unknown  to  the  combatants,  had  been 
signed  in  Europe.  This  action  was  the  defence  of  New  Orleans 
against  another  British  raid  from  the  sea,  when  6000  Ameri¬ 
cans,  chiefly  backwoodsmen  of  Tennessee  and  Kentucky,  under 
Andrew  Jackson,  held  a  line  of  strong  entrenchments  against 
6000  British  infantry,  and  killed  and  wounded  a  third  of  their 
number. 

The  self-defence  of  the  two  Canadas  against  invasion,  and 
the  historical  traditions  that  the  infant  nation  thus  acquired, 
were  an  important  result  of  the  war.  Otherwise  it  had  been 
fought  in  vain.  It  solved  none  of  the  disputed  questions  out 
of  which  it  arose.  The  treaty  signed  at  Ghent  on  Christmas 
Eve,  1814,  very  wisely  did  not  even  attempt  to  decide  the 
embittered  controversies  on  blockade  and  right  of  search.  But 
one  of  the  causes  of  war,  the  belief  of  the  Southern  democrats 
that  Canada  could  easily  be  annexed,  received  its  quietus.  On 
the  other  hand  anti-British  tradition  had  obtained  a  fresh  lease 
of  life  in  the  United  States,  whose  orators  now  had  the  theme 
of  a  second  war  against  Britain  as  the  second  romantic  period 
of  their  national  history. 

The  Tory  Cabinet  cannot  be  praised  for  the  management 
of  affairs  that  led  to  this  breach  of  the  peace.  But  Castlereagh’s 
dealings  with  the  United  States  after  the  war  was  over  were  a 
model  of  pacific  statesmanship,  reciprocated  by  the  Government 
of  Washington  and  its  representatives  over  here,  John  Quincy 
Adams  and  Rush.  Before  Castlereagh’s  career  as  Foreign 
Secretary  ended,  the  fortunes  of  Anglo-American  peace  had 
been  established  on  the  sound  basis  of  disarmament  along  the 
Canadian  border,  enabling  future  generations  to  weather  many 
fierce  storms,  and  to  settle  a  frontier  problem  that  no  other 
two  Great  Powers  would  have  been  able  to  decide  without  war. 

The  problem  before  Great  Britain  and  Canada  on  one  side 
and  the  United  States  on  the  other  was  nothing  less  than  to 
fix  a  frontier  of  four  thousand  miles,  which,  except  in  the  region 
of  the  Lakes,  was  not  indicated  by  any  natural  boundary.  It 
was  perhaps  the  greatest  operation  that  has  ever  been  achieved 
in  the  interest  of  peace,  and  it  took  many  years  and  many 
statesmen  to  accomplish  and  perfect  it.  But  the  most  important 
stage  of  the  whole  proceeding  came  in  1817,  when,  after  a 
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sharp  struggle  inside  the  British  Cabinet,  the  British  and 
American  Governments  agreed  to  abolish  their  navies  on  the 
Great  Lakes,  and  forthwith  dismantled,  sold  or  sank  the  war¬ 
ships  on  Erie  and  Ontario.  Those  fleets  have  never  been  re¬ 
constructed.  From  that  moment  forward  ‘  the  long,  invisible, 
unguarded  line  ’  that  divides  Canada  from  her  neighbour  has 
been  successfully  defended  by  the  sole  garrison  of  trust  and 
good  will,  even  during  the  frequently  recurring  periods  of 
acrimonious  dispute  as  to  its  whereabouts.  If  there  had  been 
armaments,  there  would  some  time  have  been  war.  And  if  the 
nations  concerned  had  not  spoken  the  same  language  and  felt 
a  half-conscious  sympathy  underlying  their  traditional  feuds, 
disarmament  would  not  have  been  adhered  to  for  long.  It 
helped  greatly  that  the  Americans  and  Canadians  both  disliked 
standing  armies  and  navies  and  had  no  place  or  provision  for 
them  in  their  scheme  of  things,  and  that  for  some  time  after 
Waterloo  the  Tories  at  home  had  a  strong  and  consistent 
policy  of  retrenchment  based  on  disarmament  and  peace. 

In  1818,  the  year  after  the  scrapping  of  the  navies  on  the 
Great  Lakes,  the  first  step  was  taken  by  Castlereagh  towards 
the  determination  of  the  boundary  westward.  It  was  agreed 
that  from  the  Lake  of  the  Woods  to  the  summit  of  the  Rockies 
the  frontier  should  follow  the  forty-ninth  degree  of  latitude. 
With  equal  wisdom  it  was  agreed  to  postpone  negotiations  as 
to  the  Pacific  Coast.  Beyond  the  Rockies  lay  the  region  then 
called  c  Oregon,’  a  name  at  that  time  covering  the  vast  territory 
between  latitude  42  0  and  540  40',  which  subsequently  became 
British  Columbia  and  the  States  of  Washington,  Oregon  and 
Idaho.  The  whole  of  this  wilderness,  joining  what  was  then 
Russian  Alaska  to  what  was  then  Mexican  California,  had  been 
saved  from  Spain  by  Pitt  in  the  Nootka  Sound  dispute,1  and 
in  Castlereagh’s  time  was  claimed  both  by  Great  Britain  and 
the  U nited  States.  But  though  British  and  American  fur  traders 
had  stations  along  the  coast,  neither  side  could  as  yet  make 
any  decisive  show  of  occupation  or  settlement.  The  days  of 
the  immigrants  and  the  ‘  Oregon  trail  ’  across  the  great  prairies 
were  yet  to  come.  The  arrangement  made  in  1 8 1 8  for  the  ‘joint 
occupation  of  Oregon  ’  postponed  a  dangerous  dispute,  not  yet 
ripe  for  adjudication.  A  generation  later,  Sir  Robert  Peel  was 
able  to  settle  it  by  compromise,  in  the  same  pacific  spirit  that 
Castlereagh  had  introduced  into  our  dealings  with  the  New 
World. 


1  See  p.  43,  above. 
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CHAPTER  XI 

AFTER  THE  WAR,  l8l5~22 

Brougham,  Bentham,  Owen,  Cobbett — The  Radical  Movement  and  the 
Second  Repression — Peterloo  and  Cato  Street — The  Queen’s  trial — 
Death  of  Castlereagh. 

During  the  last  half-dozen  years  of  the  war,  the  official  Whig 
leaders  went  politically  to  sleep  in  their  country  seats,  mutter¬ 
ing  pessimistic  prophecies  of  the  impossibility  of  conquering 
Napoleon.  But  the  social  and  political  revolt  beginning  in  the 
new  middle  class  against  the  Tory  aristocracy  found  more 
vigorous  expression  in  the  self-assertive  and  ubiquitous  energy  of 
Henry  Brougham,  the  very  type  of  novus  homo ,  with  his  square, 
plebeian  nose,  restless  movements  and  hard  yet  lively  features. 
It  was  Brougham  who  had  organised  the  agitation  against 
1811-2  the  Orders  in  Council.1  As  soon  as  the  war  was  over,  he  corn- 
1816  pelled  Government  by  a  similar  agitation  to  drop  the  Income 
Tax,  which  the  middle  classes,  before  Peel  taught  them  to 
think  more  wisely,  regarded  as  an  inquisitorial  interference 
with  liberty  and  property,  not  to  be  borne  save  in  war-time. 
The  unpopular  tax,  which  is  one  of  the  chief  claims  of  Pitt  to 
the  gratitude  of  posterity,  was  bringing  in  fifteen  millions  in 
1815.  Its  removal,  due  to  Brougham’s  agitation,  was  one  of 
the  main  reasons  of  the  slow  progress  of  fiscal  reform  and  trade 
recovery  prior  to  the  time  of  Peel. 

With  the  revival  of  the  spirit  of  opposition  after  the  war, 
Brougham  gave  voice  to  the  growing  indignation  of  all  classes 
with  the  sinecures  and  pensions.  To  abolish  them  would  have 
done  much  less  to  relieve  the  economic  misery  of  the  land  than 
he  and  Cobbett  made  people  believe,  but  it  was  a  peculiarly 
gross  insult  to  starving  millions  to  make  rich  parasites  richer  out 
of  taxes.  Brougham  also  put  his  universal  energies  at  the  dis¬ 
posal  of  the  champions  of  the  negro,  who  were  already  prepar¬ 
ing  against  slavery  the  same  sort  of  campaign  that  had  proved 
fatal  to  the  slave-trade.  And,  true  to  his  Scottish  upbringing, 
he  gave,  as  we  have  seen,  his  own  vigour  to  the  movement  for 
popular  education  in  England. 

Though  north-English  by  birth,  Brougham  belonged  to  the 
group  of  lawyers  and  University  men  at  the  Scottish  capital  who 

1  See  p.  130,  above. 
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had  founded  the  Edinburgh  Review.  They  included  the  Rev.  1802 
Sydney  Smith,  also  of  England,  and  the  Scot,  Francis  Jeffrey. 

At  first  these  young  partisans  had  only  their  wits  to  protect 
them  in  a  time  and  country  in  which,  as  one  of  them  said 
retrospectively,  4  it  was  almost  safer  to  be  a  felon  than  a 
Reformer.’  But  their  caution  and  ability  gained  a  hearing  for 
the  new  school  of  liberal  ideas  in  fashionable  and  learned 
society  throughout  Great  Britain.  In  days  when  the  means  of 
diffusing  knowledge  and  opinion  were  scanty,  the  Edinburgh 
Reviewers  played  an  indispensable  part  in  preparing  the  mind 
of  the  coming  age.  But  their  want  of  firmness  over  the  Penin¬ 
sular  War  incited  Sir  Walter  Scott  and  other  Tories  to  found  1809 
the  rival  Quarterly.  Judged  by  Victorian  standards  of  criticism 
and  science  the  early  numbers  of  the  Edinburgh  and  Quarterly 
seem  very  thin;  but  they  were  in  their  day  a  great  advance. 

The  close  connection  of  poetry  and  literature  with  political 
faction,  illustrated  by  the  history  of  these  two  famous  Reviews 
and  by  the  lives  of  Scott  and  Byron,  Wordsworth  and  Cole¬ 
ridge,  Shelley  and  Keats,  though  it  had  its  regrettable  side,  was 
due  to  the  high  importance  attached  to  poetry  and  to  the  Muses 
by  the  active  world  of  that  era  as  distinguished  from  our  own. 

The  lives  of  many  of  our  greatest  poets  and  painters  also 
remind  us  how  little  the  Napoleonic  wars  interrupted  the  daily 
work  of  civilisation  in  our  island,  when  it  was  reaching  a  higher 
point  of  literary  achievement  than  it  had  ever  touched  since 
the  age  of  Shakespeare. 

It  would  be  difficult  to  find  a  better  instance  of  that 
favourite  maxim  of  our  grandfathers  that  ‘  the  pen  is  mightier 
than  the  sword,’  than  the  effect  upon  British  institutions  of 
the  uneventful  life  of  Jeremy  Bentham,  a  shy  recluse  of  unim¬ 
pressive  speech  and  appearance,  who  was  so  little  of  a  politician 
that  even  in  1817  he  was  not  prosecuted  for  publishing  his 
highly  ‘  seditious  ’  Reform  Catechism  in  favour  of  household 
suffrage.  Born  in  1748)  and  dying  in  1832  just  when  his 
principles  were  beginning  to  invade  the  seats  of  power,  he  was 
never  the  man  of  the  moment,  but  his  influence  was  a  force  in 
history  during  more  than  a  hundred  years.  As  early  as  177b) — 
that  seminal  year  when  the  Declaration  of  Independence,  Adam 
Smith’s  Wealth  of  Nations  and  the  first  volume  of  Gibbon’s 
History  were  given  to  the  world, — young  Bentham’s  Frag¬ 
ment  on  Government  also  appeared.  It  challenged  the  legal 
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doctrine  of  the  age,  sanctioned  by  Blackstone  himself,  that 
law  was  a  fixed  and  authoritative  science  and  the  British  Con¬ 
stitution  perfect.  Bentham,  on  the  other  hand,  proclaimed 
both  law  and  politics  to  be  perpetual  experiments  in  the  means 
of  promoting  ‘  utility  ’  or  happiness. 

For  the  rest  of  his  long  life  Bentham’s  propaganda  among 
the  higher  intellect  of  the  country  was  never  intermitted, 
though  the  French  Revolution  and  the  anti-Jacobin  reaction, 
both  of  which  he  disliked,  delayed  the  acceptance  of  his 
doctrine.  In  his  old  age,  and  after  his  death,  his  ideas  inspired 
the  slow  but  sure  reform  of  British  institutions,  as  the  ideas  of 
Rousseau  had  inspired  the  cataclysm  of  old  France. 

Bentham  impressed  upon  his  countrymen  the  notion  that 
existing  institutions  were  not  to  be  taken  for  granted,  but  to 
be  judged  by  their  results,  and  perpetually  readjusted  so  as  to 
produce  ‘  the  greatest  happiness  of  the  greatest  number.’  He 
did  not  invent  that  useful  formula,  which  he  had  taken  from 
Priestley,  but  he  drove  it  into  men’s  minds,  and  by  reiterating 
it  for  half  a  century  with  a  thousand  different  applications,  he 
undermined  the  easy  acceptance  of  chartered  inefficiency  and 
corruption,  characteristic  of  the  eighteenth  century.  Parlia¬ 
mentary,  municipal,  scholastic,  ecclesiastical,  economic  reform 
all  sprang  from  the  spirit  of  Bentham’s  perpetual  inquiry, 
1  what  is  the  use  of  it  ?  ’ — his  universal  shibboleth,  that  proved 
in  the  end  the  real  English  antidote  to  Jacobinism.  The  weak¬ 
ness  of  his  system,  even  in  the  realm  of  politics,  was  the 
mechanical  nature  of  its  psychology,  which  misrepresented 
the  multiform  workings  of  the  human  mind. 

Although  the  principles  of  his  ‘  utilitarian  ’  philosophy 
were  applied  in  the  end  to  all  spheres  of  government,  his  most 
direct  and  measurable  success  was  the  application  that  he  him¬ 
self  made  of  the  ‘  utility  ’  test  in  the  realm  of  law.  Brougham 
said  of  him  that  ‘  he  was  the  first  legal  philosopher  that  had 
appeared  in  the  world,’  and  Dicey  in  our  own  day  has  quoted 
this  judgment  with  approval.  As  law  reformer,  Bentham  was 
fertile  in  practical  invention  as  he  was  broad  in  principle.  To 
him  is  owing  the  first  suggestion  of  almost  every  one  of  the 
long  series  of  law  reforms  which,  beginning  about  1820,  in 
forty  years  swept  away  the  sanguinary  and  unintelligent  code 
which  Eldon  loved,  that  hanged  men  for  theft  and  struck 
about  in  blind  panic  with  the  sword  of  justice.  In  the  dry 
tree  of  Parliament  from  1808  to  1818,  Sir  Samuel  Romilly 
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preached  Bentham’s  doctrine  of  law  reform  to  unwilling 
ears;  after  Romiljy’s  tragic  suicide,  Sir  James  Mackintosh 
took  up  the  work  in  the  green  tree  of  a  more  hopeful  era.1 

Bentham’s  utilitarianism 2  was  most  directly  connected  with 
the  creed  of  the  *  philosophic  Radicals  ’  like  James  Mill  and 
Francis  Place,  and  with  the  sweeping  away  of  abuses  and  privi¬ 
leges  to  clear  the  path  for  democratic  individualism  and  laissez- 
faire.  But  it  also  inspired  the  movement  towards  Socialism, 
co-operation  and  State  interference,  which  grew  up  side  by 
side  with  ‘  classical  ’  economics  and  radical  politics,  though 
not  at  first  with  such  rapid  growth.  All  were  in  debt  to  Ben- 
tham,  even  common-sense  Whigs  like  Macaulay,  though  he 
was  provoked  to  write  Edinburgh  articles  against  the  pedantry 
of  the  Utilitarian  sect. 

Robert  Owen  was  the  first  to  find  the  Socialistic  application 
of  the  doctrines  of ‘utility.’  He  was  the  father  of  the  factory 
laws  and  of  the  co-operative  movement. 

Never  was  there  such  a  combination  as  in  Robert  Owen  of  1771- 
business  ability  with  moral  simplicity  and  earnestness,  and  1858 
visionary  insight,  occasionally  running  to  the  absurd.  Brought 
up  in  a  Welsh  country  town  in  the  days  of  Wesley,  his  destiny 
lay  in  wider  realms  of  thought  and  space,  but  his  mind  and 
character  never  lost  the  mark  of  an  upbringing  among  poor 
people  and  among  people  aspiring  earnestly  towards  an  ideal 
outlook  on  everyday  things.  After  a  homely  schooling  at 
Newtown  he  went  off  into  the  great  world  and  worked  his 
way  unaided  up  the  ladder  of  the  new  industrialism,  to  be¬ 
come,  before  he  was  thirty,  part  owner  and  sole  manager  of 
the  cotton  mills  of  New  Lanark  in  Scotland.  In  early  life  he 
was  a  magnificent  example  of  c  self-help.’ 

While  Napoleon  was  winning  and  losing  Europe,  Owen 

1  See  p.  31,  above,  and  p.  199,  below. 

2  This  famous  word  was  firstjapplied  to  the  Benthamite  doctrine  by 
John  Stuart  Mill,  who  adopted  it  in  1822  from  John  Galt’s  recently  pub¬ 
lished  Annals  of  the  Parish,  in  which  the  old  Scottish  minister  warns  his 
parishioners  not  to  ‘  secede  from  Christianity  and  become  utilitarians.’ 

When,  as  a  moral  philosopher,  Bentham  attempted  to  use  the  juridical  and 
political  test  of  ‘  utility  ’  as  the  basis  of  ethical  motive,  and  to  ‘  grind  out 
virtue  from  the  husks  of  pleasure,’  he  was  going  off  his  own  ground,  as  Car¬ 
lyle,  Macaulay  and  John  Mill,  each  after  his  fashion,  pointed  out.  Ben¬ 
tham’s  influence  helped  to  transform  our  language  from  a  thing  of  beauty 
to  something  more  useful  and  scientific.  We  owe  to  him  such  words  as 
'  minimise,’  ‘  codify,'  ‘  international.’  When  told  by  the  doctor  that  he  was 
dying,  he  replied  :  ‘  Then  minimise  pain.’ 
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was  quietly  working  out  his  social  experiment.  The  Scottish 
factory,  when  he  took  it  over,  was  not  much  better  than  other 
1800-  factories  of  the  time.  In  fifteen  years  he  had  made  it  a  model 
1815  of  humane  and  intelligent  provision  for  mind  and  body,  with 
moderate  hours,  good  pay,  healthy  conditions  both  in  the 
factory  and  the  village,  and  good  education,  including  the  first 
infant  school  in  the  island.  The  outcome  was  a  high  morale 
among  the  hands.  It  was,  he  imagined,  his  great  discovery 
that  ‘  the  character  of  man  is  formed  for  him,  and  not  by  him,’ 
or,  as  we  should  now  say,  that  ‘  environment  makes  character.’ 
To  prove  it,  he  had  by  environment  made  the  characters  of 
the  New  Lanark  employees;  and  at  the  same  time  he  had 
made  the  fortune  of  the  New  Lanark  Mills ! 

Owen’s  double  success  proved  that  if  the  social  aspects  of 
the  Industrial  Revolution  had  been  attended  to,  its  worst  evils 
could  have  been  avoided  without  a  lowering  of  production, 
and  that  even  in  that  age  the  big  factory  might  have  been  used 
as  a  new  and  powerful  engine  of  social  amelioration.  The 
world  of  that  day  admitted  the  facts;  thousands  of  visitors 
drove  all  the  way  from  the  Thames  to  the  Clyde,  and  the 
monarchs  of  Europe  sent  embassies  to  see  the  miracle  of  a 
happy  factory-town.  Men  could  not  deny,  yet  would  not 
believe,  the  living  proof  that  Owen  had  set  before  their  eyes. 

In  the  year  of  Waterloo,  Owen,  having  failed  to  persuade 
his  brother  manufacturers  of  the  things  that  pertained  to  their 
peace,  went  up  to  London  to  persuade  the  Government  itself. 
He  was  not  by  temperament  and  theory  a  democrat.  He  had 
been  the  patriarch  of  New  Lanark,  gently  forming  his  men’s 
characters  ‘for  them.’  He  now  wanted  the  Tory  Cabinet  to  be 
equally  paternal  in  its  protection  of  all  the  factory  hands  in  the 
island.  With  the  simplicity  of  Parsifal,  he  came  up  to  town 
expecting  to  make  a  convert  of  Castlereagh  and  a  pupil  of 
Parliament.  His  failure  did  not  sour  him,  but  it  turned  him 
back  to  the  working-men  themselves,  whom  he  now  regarded 
as  the  only  possible  agents  of  his  vision  of  a  new  society. 

His  failure,  though  fundamental,  had  not  been  complete. 
Cabinet  Ministers  treated  him  with  politeness,  but  gave  no 
help.  His  plans  were,  however,  taken  up  in  Parliament  by 
Sir  Robert  Peel,  father  of  the  great  Sir  Robert,  a  Lancashire 
millowner,  originally  of  no  good  reputation  as  such,  who  had 
the  family  honesty  to  own  that  he  had  changed  his  mind  on 
the  need  for  factory  legislation. 
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During  Napoleon’s  Hundred  Days,  Owen  and  Peel  drew 
up  the  first  real  Factory  Bill.1  It  applied  not  merely  to  cotton, 
but  to  all  factories*,  it  forbade  the  employment  of  any  child 
under  ten  years  old,  or  after  that  for  more  than  ten  and  a  half 
hours  a  day;  paid  inspectors  were  to  enforce  its  provisions. 
But  the  other  manufacturers  hastened  up  to  London  to  protest 
against  the  insanity  of  these  two  eccentric  members  of  their 
order.  They  established  before  a  Committee  the  point  that 
Owen  was  an  infidel,  and  argued  the  more  doubtful  thesis  that 
the  children  were  well  and  happy  in  the  mills.  After  four  years’ 
delay,  a  useless  shadow  of  Peel’s  Bill  was  passed,  for  cotton 
only,  with  no  important  provision  except  the  prohibition  of  child 
labour  under  nine.  As  there  were  to  be  no  inspectors,  the  Act 
was  ignored  whenever  employers  and  parents  joined  to  break  it. 

The  first  campaign  was  lost,  but  Owen  had  started  on  the 
right  lines  the  hundred  years’  war  for  State  control.  Thanks 
to  him  and  to  his  successor,  Lord  Shaftesbury,  not  only 
children  but  parents  have  since  found  protection  in  an  area 
of  legislation  ever  widening  down  to  our  own  day. 

Owen  himself,  meanwhile,  despairing  of  the  governors, 
turned  to  the  governed.  He  abandoned  politics  for  labour 
association.  Parliament  had  failed  him;  he  did  not  propose  to 
get  it  reformed,  but  to  set  the  labourers  to  work  out  their  own 
salvation.  He  became  in  a  certain  sense  a  democrat,  but  not, 
like  Place  and  Cobbett,  a  Radical.  He  put  himself  at  the  head 
of  the  economic  as  distinct  from  the  political  action  of  the 
working-class.  He  devoted  himself  in  the  latter  half  of  his  life 
to  starting  the  co-operative  and  extending  the  Trade  Union 
movement.  But  that  part  of  his  life  belongs  to  a  later  chapter 
of  British  history. 

In  spite  of  Owen’s  indifference  to  the  cause,  the  move¬ 
ment  for  Parliamentary  Reform,  suppressed  in  the  days  of 
Pitt,  revived  first  among  the  working-men,  before  it  captured 
the  middle  classes.  The  reason  is  clear.  While  the  middle  classes 
were  upon  the  whole  prospering,  except  for  severe  fluctuations 

1  Peel’s  Act  of  1802,  sometimes  called  the  First  Factory  Act,  was  really 
a  new  provision  of  the  Poor  Law.  It  was  an  endeavour  to  protect  pauper 
apprentices,  with  whom  public  authorities  in  the  last  quarter  of  the 
eighteenth  century  used  to  feed  the  small  water-worked  mills  which  were 
the  first  and  worst  stage  of  the  cotton  revolution.  The  larger  steam  fac¬ 
tories  that  succeeded  them  used  the  ‘  free  ’  labour  of  children  living  with 
their  parents,  who  were  fain  to  send  them  daily  to  the  mill.  It  was  these 
'  free  '  children  who  were  in  question  in  the  Bill  of  J815-9,  and  in  all 
subsequent  Factory  Acts. 
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of  trade,  many  of  the  workmen  were  suffering  terribly,  and 
their  misery  was  much  increased  by  the  action  of  Parlia¬ 
ment.  While  new  laws  were  passed  and  enforced  to  prevent 
1813  them  from  combining  to  keep  up  their  wages,  old  laws  which 
empowered  the  authorities  to  fix  a  fair  wage  were  repealed,  and 
1815  finally,  when  peace  promised  a  fall  in  the  price  of  bread,  a  new 
Corn  Law  prohibited  importation  till  wheat  was  8oj.  a  quarter. 
Parliament,  in  the  interest  now  of  employers,  now  of  landlords, 
was  always  the  enemy  of  working-men.  They  ate  the  rotten 
boroughs  in  their  bread.  Hence  their  hatred  of  the  ‘  borough- 
mongers  ’  was  more  intense  than  that  of  the  middle  class,  and 
made  emphatic  entry  on  the  political  stage  a  dozen  years  before 
the  ‘  respectable  classes  ’  under  Whig  patronage  secured  the 
first  Reform  Bill. 

No  doubt  Owen  understood  the  causes  and  some  of  the 
cures  of  working-class  misery  far  better  than  Cobbett,  whose 
economics  were  as  wild  as  his  history,  and  who  disliked 
enclosures  and  factories  too  much  to  see  any  way  out  except 
an  impossible  return  to  the  vanished  ‘  yeoman  ’  world  of  his 
boyhood.  Yet  William  Cobbett  was  the  man  who  diverted 
the  working-class  from  rick-burning  and  machine-breaking  to 
agitate  for  Parliam  entary  Reform.  His  Weekly  Political  Register 
and  the  literature  that  sprang  from  it  did  much  to  convert  the 
masses  into  thinking  politicians,  despite  the  Government’s 
anxiety  to  shut  them  out  from  all  aspects  of  citizenship. 
Cobbett’s  extravagance  of  theory,  recklessness  of  statement 
and  violence  of  diction  obscured  the  fact  that  the  whole  ten¬ 
dency  of  his  propaganda  was  to  avert  revolution  and  to  guide 
the  proletariat  into  the  paths  of  constitutional  action. 

At  the  same  time  he  made  the  wrongs  and  sufferings  of 
the  poor  known  to  educated  men.  He- angrily  drew  aside  the 
curtain  that  hid  their  lives  from  public  notice  and  sympathy. 
He  proclaimed  rich  and  poor  to  be  one  English  nation,  and 
demanded  that  the  Constitution  should  include  them  both. 

In  spite  of  his  gross  unfairness  and  inaccuracy,  Cobbett 
left  his  impress  on  all,  even  on  those  who  hated  him,  because 
of  his  rare  literary  power,  because  of  the  fundamental  sincerity 
and  courage  that  underlay  a  good  deal  of  posing,  and  because 
he  was  native  of  the  soil.  Paine,  Bentham,  Owen  were  citizens 
of  the  world.  Burke,  though  he  sang  Britain’s  praises,  had  not 
our  island  note.  But  Cobbett,  though  he  abused  all  that  Burke 
praised,  was  John  Bull  incarnate. 
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The  '  rights  of  man  ’  were  nothing  to  him  in  the  abstract, 
and  foreigners  were  antipathetic.  Born  of  Surrey  peasants  of 
the  old  breed,  his  heart’s  desire  was  to  restore  their  rights  and 
liberties  as  he  had  known  them  in  his  boyhood,  and  as  he 
imagined  them  to  have  existed  in  even  greater  degree  in  the 
idealised  English  history  of  his  vision.  In  one  sense  he  was 
the  only  consistent  Tory,  for  he  was  averse  to  the  economic 
and  social  revolution  which  the  nominal  Tories  were  hurrying 
on.  He  was  neither  a  ‘  philosophic  Radical  ’  nor  a  Socialist. 

But  he  was  the  father  of  the  unphilosophic  Radicalism  which 
played  so  great  a  part  in  English  working-class  opinion  during 
the  nineteenth  century,  because  he  saw  that  the  only  way  to 
control  economic  change  was  to  speed  along  political  change 
till  it  had  caught  up  with  the  furious  pace  of  the  Industrial 
Revolution. 

Throughout  the  period  of  the  Peninsular  War,  which  he 
noisily  and  ignorantly  opposed,  Cobbett  had  been  carrying  on 
a  Reform  campaign  in  his  Political  Register ,  partly  from  prison  1 81 0-12 
where  he  lay  two  years  to  expiate  his  protest  against  the 
flogging  of  English  militiamen  at  Ely  by  German  soldiers. 

He  invented  a  catchword, — ‘  The  Thing,’ — for  the  union  of 
Ministers,  boroughmongers,  pensioners,  squires,  clergy  and 
manufacturers,  by  which  he  conceived  England  to  be  bound, 
bullied  and  bled;  giving  thus  to  all  those  in  power  one  head 
that  he  might  break  it.  But  the  Register  cost  more  than  a 
shilling,  and  most  of  those  who  could  afford  a  shilling  a  week 
dreaded  Cobbett,  or  dreaded  being  seen  to  read  him.  The 
working-men  clubbed  to  buy  copies  and  read  them  aloud,  a 
method  particularly  useful  in  those  days  of  illiteracy,  but 
gatherings  held  for  this  purpose  were  broken  up  and  penalised. 

It  was  in  1816,  when  he  boldly  reduced  the  price  to  twopence, 
that  he  became  the  real  leader  of  the  masses  in  the  manu¬ 
facturing  districts,  among  whom  a  fierce  agitation  had  at 
length  broken  out.1 

Peace  had  not  brought  Plenty.  The  demand  for  English 

1  Bamford,  the  Radical,  tells  us:  ‘At  this  time  [1816]  the  writings  of 
William  Cobbett  suddenly  became  of  great  authority.  They  were  read  on 
nearly  every  cottage  hearth  in  the  manufacturing  districts  of  South  Lanca¬ 
shire,  in  those  of  Leicester,  Derby  and  Nottingham  ;  also  in  many  of  the 
Scottish  manufacturing  towns.  Their  influence  was  speedily  visible.  He 
directed  his  readers  to  the  true  cause  of  their  sufferings,  misgovernment, 
and  to  its  proper  corrective,  Parliamentary  Reform.  Riots  soon  became 
scarce,  and  from  that  time  they  have  never  obtained  their  ancient  vogue 
with  the  labourers  of  this  country.’ 
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goods  among  our  allies,  and  our  own  monopoly  of  trade  across 
the  ocean,  both  ended  with  the  war.  The  big  war-orders 
stopped  and  peaceful  Europe  was  better  able  to  manufacture 
for  her  own  needs.  British  firms  broke  by  hundreds,  and  hands 
were  thrown  out  of  employment  by  scores  of  thousands. 
Farmers  were  going  bankrupt  and  hanging  themselves  as  the 
price  of  corn  fell.  It  was  now  that  Speenhamland  had  its  full 
effect,  and  a  vast  proportion  of  the  rural  labourers  became 
paupers.  Meanwhile  the  landlords  passed  the  Corn  Law,  in 
defiance  both  of  middle-class  anger  and  working-class  agony.1 

The  Corn  Law  of  1815  was  an  object  lesson  in  the  need 
for  Parliamentary  Reform,  but  because  the  working-classes 
led  the  way  with  a  demand  for  *  radical  ’  reform  to  enfranchise 
themselves,  the  middle  classes  and  the  Whigs  took  alarm  and 
stood  aloof,  disapproving  both  of  the  Radical  agitation  and  of 
the  Government  reprisals.  Because  the  nation  was  rent  not 
into  two  but  into  three,  power  to  deal  with  the  crisis  rested  in 
the  hands  of  the  Tory  Government. 

The  Government  misused  its  opportunity.  No  concessions 
were  made  politically,  nor  was  any  form  of  relief  proposed  for 
the  distress  of  the  poor.  Repression  was  still  the  panacea  for 
discontent.  Riots  of  starving  men  addressed  by  the  more 
violent  of  the  Radicals  and  accompanied  by  spasmodic  outrage, 
were  treated  as  levying  war  on  the  King.  Men  who  deserved 
punishment  as  rioters  were  tried  for  treason,  and  were  conse¬ 
quently  acquitted  by  the  juries.  A  war  of  prosecutions  against 
the  Radical  Press  resulted  in  some  heavy  sentences,  and  some 
triumphant  acquittals  as  in  the  famous  cases  of  Hone  the 
Parodist  and  the  Black  Dwarf  newspaper.  Habeas  Corpus 
1817  Act  was  suspended,  and  Cobbett  thereupon  fled  to  America. 
His  Political  Register  was  still  issued,  but  its  principal  work  had 
been  done.  The  Radical  movement  was  launched. 

Meanwhile  public  meetings,  lectures  and  debating  societies 
were  stopped  by  the  hand  of  power,  armed  with  the  suspension 
of  Habeas  Corpus.  Government  spies,  including  the  notorious 
Oliver,  were  busy  stirring  up  starving  operatives  to  sedition. 
But  Oliver  went  too  far  in  endeavouring  to  implicate  some 
middle-class  reformers  in  Lancashire,  whereupon  the  spy  busi¬ 
ness,  long  carried  on  with  impunity  among  the  workmen,  was 

1  See  p.  152,  above.  The  Whigs,  though  aspiring  to  lead  the  middle  class, 
were  divided  on  the  Corn  Law  of  1815,  their  leaders  being  nearly  all  of  the 
landlord  class. 
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promptly  exposed  in  Parliament  by  the  help  of  the  Whigs.  The 
class  pride  of  the  Lancashire  manufacturers  was  aroused  against 
the  Government  by  this  incident.  In  striking  at  the  dreaded 
Radidals  the  Government  had  threatened  the  liberty  of  all. 

In  1819,  when  another  wave  of  economic  distress  followed 
after  a  brief  interval,  the  Reform  agitation  flared  up  again. 
Since  Habeas  Corpus  was  no  longer  suspended,  monster 
meetings  of  working-men  were  held  in  the  industrial  districts 
to  demand  universal  suffrage.  It  would  have  been  better  if 
the  authorities  had  prohibited  such  meetings  altogether,  ac¬ 
cording  to  their  usual  custom,  rather  than  act  as  they  acted 
in  St.  Peter’s  Fields,  Manchester,  on  August  the  Sixteenth.  An  isi9 
orderly  and  unarmed  crowd  of  about  60,000  men,  women  and 
children  was  permitted  to  assemble;  but  then  the  magistrates, 
stricken  with  alarm  at  the  sight  of  so  great  a  multitude,  sent 
in  the  yeomanry  to  arrest  the  speaker,  the  notorious  Radical 
Hunt,  after  the  meeting  had  fairly  begun.  When  the  horsemen, 
pushing  their  way  through  the  throng  on  such  an  errand,  were 
shouted  at  and  hustled,  the  cavalry  in  reserve  were  ordered  by 
the  magistrates  to  charge.  Their  impact  drove  the  dense  mass 
of  human  beings,  cursing  and  shrieking,  off  the  field,  while 
the  yeomanry,  who  were  Tory  partisans,  used  their  sabres  with 
gusto.  In  the  disturbances  of  that  day  some  eleven  persons, 
including  two  women,  were  killed  or  died  of  their  injuries; 
over  a  hundred  were  wounded  by  sabres  and  several  hundred 
more  injured  by  horse-hoofs  or  crushed  in  the  stampede.  The 
women  injured  were  over  a  hundred.1 

Of  the  magistrates  who  had  done  this  thing,  one  was  a 
clergyman ;  they  can  only  be  acquitted  of  inhumanity  on  the 
ground  of  panic  induced  by  prejudice.  The  action  of  Govern¬ 
ment  in  sending  them  its  thanks  without  waiting  to  make 
inquiry,  aroused  an  outburst  of  indignation  among  many  re¬ 
spectable  citizens  who  would  never  have  dreamt  of  going  to  the 
Peterloo  meeting.  To  the  working-men  themselves  it  seemed 

1  In  Prentice’s  Manchester,  pp.  167-8,  the  particulars  and  names  of  the 
killed  are  given,  while  the  particulars  and  names  of  the  wounded  and 
injured  can  still  be  read  in  the  lists  of  the  Committee  that  administered 
relief  to  the  sufferers.  The  statement  in  the  middle  of  an  otherwise  ex¬ 
cellent  chapter  of  the  Cambridge  Modern  History,  to  the  effect  that  only 
one  man  was  killed  and  forty  injured,  does  not  bear  scrutiny.  The  most 
recent  summary  of  the  evidence  on  the  number  of  casualties  can  be  read 
on  pp.  81-85  of  Three  Accounts  of  Peterloo,  edited  by  F.  A.  Bruton  (Man¬ 
chester  Univ.  Press,  1921),  and  in  an  article  by  myself  in  History  (Journal 
of  the  Historical  Association),  Oct.  1922. 
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nothing  less  than  a  declaration  of  war  upon  them  by  their 
rulers.  In  spite  of  Whig  and  middle-class  protests  in  and  out 
of  Parliament,  the  immediate  victory  lay  with  Government. 
The  agitation  was  quelled  that  winter. 

Nevertheless,  Peterloo  was  the  moral  death-blow  of  the  old 
Toryism.  It  might  have  passed  unchallenged  twenty  years 
before,  but  coming  when  it  did,  it  was  fatal.  The  long  sterile 
reign  of  anti-jacobinism  had  been  compressed  into  one  dra¬ 
matic  scene,  revealing  like  a  flash  of  lightning  the  real  relations 
of  rulers  and  ruled.  Popular  prints  for  a  dozen  years  to  come 
made  all  men  familiar  with  the  symbolic  figure  of  a  mounted 
yeoman  in  his  shako,  prancing  over  a  heap  of  shrieking  women 
and  sabring  them  on  the  ground.  British  history  had  made  it  im¬ 
possible  for  this  island  to  be  governed  for  long  on  such  terms. 
The  laurels  of  the  victors  of  Waterloo  hung  tarnished,  and  young 
men  began  to  look  elsewhere  for  their  heroes  and  deliverers.1 

The  change  of  feeling  had  its  effect  on  some  of  the  rising 
generation  of  Tory  leaders.  Men  as  sensitive  as  Canning,  as 
central-minded  as  Peel,  as  much  in  touch  with  the  merchant 
community  as  Huskisson  could  feel  in  their  bones  that  the 
great  wind  which  had  been  blowing  for  thirty  years  at  length 
had  shifted  its  quarter. 

But  for  three  more  years  the  old  spirit  was  still  supreme 
in  the  counsels  of  government.  Indeed,  if  Peterloo  was  not  to 
be  disowned,  there  was  no  course  open  but  further  coercion, 
for  the  working-men  of  the  North  were  clamouring  for  revenge. 
The  ‘Six  Acts,’  passed  in  the  winter  of  1819,  were  no  more 
than  an  inevitable  outcome  of  the  policy  previously  adopted. 

The  Six  Acts  were  not  all  of  a  piece.  The  Act  that  pro¬ 
hibited  drilling  was  wise  and  has  never  been  repealed.  The 
Act  to  prevent  large  public  meetings,  at  best  a  pitiable  con¬ 
fession  of  the  incompetence  of  the  authorities,  ran  for  five 
years  and  was  not  renewed.  The  most  lasting  injury  to  the 
community  was  done  by  the  Act  imposing  a  fourpenny  stamp 

1  Feeling  about  Peterloo  did  much  to  bring  round  the  new  middle  class 
to  Reform,  including  the  millowners  who,  though  they  had  too  little  sym¬ 
pathy  with  their  employees,  had  not  asked  to  have  them  massacred.  Young 
men  of  ability,  who  afterwards  formed  the  intelligentsia  of  the  Whigs  in  the 
days  of  their  power,  were  shaken  in  the  Tory  faith  of  their  fathers.  One 
such,  Macaulay,  then  an  undergraduate,  reported  to  his  parents  that  Peter¬ 
loo  had  caused  great  indignation  among  Cambridge  students  who  had  never 
before  troubled  about  politics.  The  political  faith  of  young  Cambridge 
half  a  dozen  years  later  has  been  well  described  by  Carlyle  in  his  John 
Sterling,  at  the  end  of  chapter  iv. 
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on  all  periodical  publications,  even  though  they  were  not  news¬ 
papers.  The  object  .was  to  kill  the  Radical  Press  of  the  type 
of  Cobbett  s  Register  and  the  Black  Dwarf,  but  incidentally  it 
made  it  more  difficult  for  the  poor  to  get  literature  of  any 
sort.  The  duty  was  reduced  from  fourpence  to  a  penny  in 
1836  as  a  result  of  Radical  pressure  on  the  Whig  Government 
of  that  later  day,  and  the  remaining  *  taxes  on  knowledge  ’ 
were  repealed  in  the  course  of  the  ’fifties  and  ’sixties. 

The  year  that  followed  Peterloo  and  the  Six  Acts,  the  first 
of  George  IV  as  king,  was  the  year  of  the  Cato  Street  con¬ 
spiracy  and  of  the  Queen’s  trial. 

In  February,  Arthur  Thistlewood,  head  of  a  gang  of 
‘  physical  force  ’  Radicals  prevented  by  the  Six  Acts  from  raising 
disturbance  in  other  ways,  plotted  to  murder  the  whole  Cabinet 
as  they  dined  together  at  Lord  Harrowby’s  in  Grosvenor 
Square.  The  conspirators,  over  twenty  strong,  met  in  a  loft 
in  Cato  Street,  off  Edgware  Road,  where  they  were  attacked 
by  the  Bow  Street  runners.  Half  of  them  fought  their  way  out, 
but  all  were  arrested  within  a  few  days.  The  reaction  in  favour 
of  Government  was  naturally  strong,  but,  considering  the 
enormity  of  the  fact,  curiously  evanescent.  Thistlewood  and 
four  of  his  accomplices  were  executed  on  the  first  of  May,  and 
by  the  end  of  June  Ministers  were  more  universally  unpopular 
than  ever  before,  on  account  of  Queen  Caroline.  Yet  the  Cato 
Street  conspiracy  was  almost  as  bloody  in  its  intention  as  the 
Gunpowder  Plot,  and  more  so  than  the  assassination  plots 
against  Charles  II  and  William  III,  which  had  ruined  the 
parties  in  whose  interest  they  had  been  designed.  One  of  the 
intended  victims  was  the  Duke  of  Wellington,  who  had  saved 
the  country  five  years  before,  and  lived  to  be  the  popular  demi¬ 
god  of  Victorian  England.  If,  then,  Cato  Street  caused  no  such 
prolonged  reaction  and  left  no  such  tradition  as  Gunpowder 
Plot,  Rye  House  and  Turnham  Green,  it  was  partly  because 
the  Queen’s  trial  supervened,  and  partly  because  the  system  of 
government  for  which  the  Duke  and  his  colleagues  stood  was 
no  longer  so  well  rooted  in  any  large  section  of  popular 
opinion  as  the  systems  represented  by  James  I,  Charles  II,  or 
William  III. 

The  Queen’s  affair,  which  swallowed  up  every  other  topic 
from  June  to  November,  was  caused  by  the  return  from  abroad 
of  the  new  King’s  official  wife,  Caroline,  unappeasably  claiming 
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her  Royal  rank.  The  King’s  reply  was  to  induce  his  Ministers, 
in  an  evil  hour  for  their  good  name,  to  set  on  foot  divorce 
proceedings.  The  ‘Queen’s  trial,’  for  adultery,  took  the  form 
of  a  Bill  of  Pains  and  Penalties  introduced  first  into  the  House 
of  Lords,  and  conducted  there  by  the  examination  of  evidence 
as  in  a  Court  of  Justice.  The  chief  witnesses  were  Italians  of 
a  low  type,  whom  the  British  people  believed  to  have  been 
suborned.  The  principal  one,  Majocchi,  broke  down  under 
Brougham’s  cross-examination,  and  blundered  out  again  and 
again  Non  mi  ricordo  (‘  I  don’t  remember  ’) — a  phrase  that  for 
a  generation  to  come  was  current  coin  in  England. 

Non  mi  ricordo  was  fatal  to  the  good  repute  of  the 
*  existing  establishment  in  Church  and  State.’  The  Radical 
cartoonists,  strong  in  the  rising  genius  of  Cruikshank,  battened 
on  the  shapeless  figure  of  George  IV,  who  was  represented  to 
his  subjects  in  every  abject  guise  that  malice  could  suggest, 
now  lolling  on  the  couch  as  an  Oriental  voluptuary,  now  stam¬ 
mering  out  Non  mi  ricordo  at  the  bar  of  public  opinion.  And 
though  Caroline  was  in  a  sense  the  4  heroine,’  her  low  vulgarity 
was  in  itself  an  argument  for  republicans  and  levellers.  As  the 
Queen’s  trial  dragged  its  foul  length  along  week  after  week, 
an  utter  contempt  for  their  rulers,  Royal  and  other,  sank  deep 
into  men’s  hearts,  and  prepared  the  way  for  change. 

Whether  Caroline  was  guilty  or  not  no  man  can  with  cer¬ 
tainty  say.  On  the  other  hand,  it  is  certain  that  her  marriage 
had  been  a  legalised  bigamy,  since  her  husband  had  previously 
been  married  in  secret  to  Mrs.  Fitzherbert,  who  was  still  alive. 
It  is  also  certain  that  George  had  cast  off  Caroline  almost  at 
once,  before  he  had  any  ground  against  her,  and  that  he  had 
lived  and  was  still  living  in  open  relations  with  a  number  of 
other  women.  Our  ancestors  passionately  determined  that  a 
wife  who  had  undergone  such  treatment,  whether  she  were 
innocent  or  guilty,  should  not  be  divorced  by  such  a  man. 
The  national  instinct  for  fair  play  was  too  much  for  the  loyalty 
of  many  Tories  who  had  supported  the  Government  on  the 
Six  Acts.  The  Cabinet  found  itself  more  nearly  in  collision 
with  the  whole  nation  than  any  Government  since  James  II. 
Only  the  withdrawal  of  the  Bill  of  Pains  and  Penalties  saved 
the  State  from  convulsion. 

After  Peterloo  and  Cato  Street  the  Queen’s  trial  comes 
like  low  comic  relief  in  a  too  sombre  tragedy.  Indeed  it  did 
much  to  restore  the  good  humour  of  the  nation.  All  classes  of 
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a  divided  society  had  united  in  a  common  enthusiasm.  And 
it  helped  the  cause,  of  reconciliation  that  the  Cabinet  had  been 
disgraced  and  defeated;  its  working-class  victims  could  laugh 
and  feel  themselves  avenged.  And  so,  with  the  help  of  a  few 
years  of  better  trade,  the  more  liberal  policy  adopted  by  the 
Tory  Cabinet  after  Castlereagh’s  death  was  launched  on  les9 
troubled  waters. 

The  history  of  the  Queen’s  trial  illustrates  the  law  of 
political  hydrostatics,  that  if  the  current  of  public  opinion  is 
denied  course  through  constitutional  channels,  it  will  make  its 
way  out  by  the  sewers.  There  had  been  other  instances  of  such 
abnormal  excitement,  as  when  in  1809  the  country  had  risen 
in  fury  to  support  the  charges  against  the  King’s  son,  the  Duke 
of  York,  then  Commander-in-Chief,  of  selling  military  com¬ 
missions  through  his  mistress,  Mrs.  Clarke.1  These  unsavoury 
controversies,  and  many  others,  now  well  forgotten,  gave  proof 
of  a  savage  hatred  of  the  Royal  family,  due  in  equal  degrees 
to  the  bad  private  character  of  George  Ill’s  sons,  and  to  the 
political  position  of  George  III  and  George  IV  after  him  as 
acknowledged  chiefs  of  the  extreme  Tory  party.  The  all- 
important  change  that  afterwards  took  place  in  the  popularity 
of  the  Royal  family,  was  due  alike  to  its  retirement  from 
political  leadership  and  to  its  changed  private  record. 

But  for  the  present  the  Crown  still  made  and  maintained 
Ministries.  The  Tory  Cabinet  survived  the  measureless  shame 
and  unpopularity  of  the  Queen’s  trial,  because  George  IV, 
much  as  he  hated  the  Ministers  for  bungling  the  Bill  of  Pains 
and  Penalties,  hated  the  Whigs  still  more  for  voting  against  it, 
and  for  their  association  with  his  arch-enemy,  Brougham,  who 
had  conducted  the  Queen’s  case  in  the  Lords  with  astonishing 
eloquence  and  freedom.2 

1  She  had  taken  money,  pretending  to  sell  her  influence  with  him,  but 
the  Duke  of  York  appears  to  have  known  nothing  about  it. 

2  He  had  quoted  Milton  to  some  purpose  : 

‘  My  Lords,  if  I  knew  who  the  party  is  against  whom  I  appear,  non  con¬ 
stat  that  I  may  not  bring  forward  a  mass  of  evidence  furnished  by  himself. 
But  who  is  the  party  ?  I  know  nothing  about  this  shrouded,  this  mysterious 
being,  this  retiring  phantom,  this  uncertain  shape. 

“  If  shape  it  might  be  called  that  shape  hath  none 
Distinguishable  in  member,  joint  or  limb  ; 

Or  substance  may  be  called  which  shadow  seems. 

What  seems  his  head 
The  likeness  of  a  kingly  crown  has  on.”  ’ 

'  George  is  said  to  have  remarked  with  bitterness  :  ‘  He  might  have  left 
my  shape  alone.’ 
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Now  the  choice  of  the  Prime  Minister  effectually  rested 
with  the  King.  The  Whigs  only  mustered  some  170  votes  in 
Opposition,  and  largely  owing  to  the  rotten  boroughs  and  the 
limited  franchise,  could  not  materially  increase  the  number  at 
election  time.  They  would  do  nothing  on  the  one  hand  to 
court  the  King  for  office,  and  for  the  considerable  number  of 
votes  in  the  House  which  was  the  perquisite  of  his  Ministers  as 
such.  Nor  on  the  other  hand  would  they  lead  the  Radicals  in 
an  agitation  for  a  really  extensive  reform  of  Parliament.  Ten 
years  later,  under  another  King,  the  Whigs  did  both  these 
things  at  once,  and  only  so  managed  to  maintain  themselves 
in  office  long  enough  to  remodel  the  Constitution,  heavily 
weighted  in  the  interest  of  their  rivals. 

The  Whigs  had  become  for  a  while  more  lukewarm  in  the 
cause  of  Reform  than  in  1797,  when  they  had  voted  91  strong 
for  household.'  suffrage.  The  fact  that  they  had  held  office 
even  for  a  few  months  in  1806—7  on  the  basis  of  leaving  the 
anti-Jacobin  system  of  society  and  politics  untouched,  had 
compromised  the  future  of  Reform  inside  their  body,  and 
increased  the  mutual  suspicion  between  Whigs  and  Radicals. 
Many  old  Whig  families  who  had  left  the  party  in  the  days  of 
Burke  and  the  French  Revolution,  but  had  never  had  the  heart 
to  leave  Brooks’s,  came  back  to  the  party  fold,  and  the  alliance 
with  the  Tory  Grenvilles  continued  until  1817.  Such  con¬ 
nections  rendered  it  difficult  for  the  Whigs  to  adopt  a  popular 
programme.  Indeed  if  they  had  ever  taken  office  again  in  a 
Coalition  such  as  1807,  their  connections  with  Reform  would 
have  been  snapped  altogether,  and  the  historic  purpose  for 
which  fate  was  preserving  them  would  have  been  frustrated. 

Lord  Grey,  in  1819-20,  refused  to  take  the  field  in  a 
campaign  for  Parliamentary  Reform,  because,  as  he  wrote  to 
his  confidant,  Lord  Holland,  the  proposal  of  any  large  measure 
would  split  the  Whig  party.  He  declared  indeed  that  he  him¬ 
self  favoured  the  abolition  of  no  less  than  a  hundred  of  the  rotten 
borough  seats,  and  was  sure  that  any  smaller  proposal  would 
fail  to  arouse  popular  enthusiasm  without  which  no  Reform 
had  the  least  chance  of  being  carried.  Partly  because  he  knew 
that  so  large  a  proposal  would  break  up  the  Parliamentary 
party  that  he  led,  partly  because  he  shrank  from  open  alliance 
with  the  disreputable  Radicals,  partly  because  he  preferred 
domestic  ease  and  studious  leisure  at  Howick,  the  Whig  chief 
put  off  the  hour  of  action.  In  refusing  to  give  the  country  any 
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more  positive  lead  than  a  denunciation  of  Peterloo  and  the 
Six  Acts,  Grey  left  the  Tories  another  decade  in  which  to  make 
good,  and,  under  Canning,  Huskisson  and  Peel,  they  did  not 
let  the  opportunity  slip. 

The  ground  was  cleared  for  change  in  the  Tory  counsels 
by  the  death  of  Castlereagh  in  1822.  The  great  British  states¬ 
man  who  had  done  more  than  any  European  diplomat  to  bring 
about  Napoleon’s  fall  and  to  establish  peace  in  Europe,  had 
identified  himself  in  his  last  years  with  the  anti-Jacobin 
domestic  policy  in  its  final  stage  of  decay.  He  had  beaten 
Napoleon  and  made  a  peace  that  gave  us  security  for  a  hundred 
years, — but  he  had  introduced  the  Six  Acts  into  the  House  of 
Commons.  When  he  died,  it  was  the  less  fortunate  side  of  his 
career  that  was  uppermost  in  men’s  minds,  but  to  us  at  a  cen¬ 
tury’s  remove  it  seems  the  less  important,  as  it  was  certainly 
the  less  enduring.  His  death  by  his  own  hand  was  hailed  by 
most  of  his  poorer  fellow-countrymen  with  revengeful  glee, 
which  found  voice  in  the  horrible  cheers  that  greeted  his  coffin 
as  it  passed  into  Westminster  Abbey.1  Posterity  can  look 
more  impartially  at  the  whole  career  of  a  man  who  was  some¬ 
times  right  and  sometimes  wrong,  but  who  had  in  the  main 
wrought  greatly  and  beneficently,  and  had  always,  according 
to  the  light  that  was  in  him,  devoted  powers  of  the  first  order 
to  his  country’s  service.2 
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Liberal  Toryism,  1822-27 — Canning,  Peel,  Huskisson — Francis  Place  and 
the  Combination  Acts — The  Corn  Laws — Canning’s  foreign  policy  : 

Spain,  America,  Greece. 

If  Castlereagh’s  mind  had  not  given  way  that  month,  or  if  his  Aug.  1822 
attendants  in  removing  his  razors  had  not  overlooked  the  fatal 
penknife,  George  Canning  would  have  started  on  the  long 
sailing  voyage  to  Bengal  as  Governor-General,  and  the  history 
of  England  and  Europe  would  have  taken  some  different  course. 

1  Byron’s  epitaphs,  if  more  indecent,  were  not  more  brutal  than  Cob- 
bett’s  message  to  an  imprisoned  Reformer  :  ‘  Castlereagh  has  met  his  own 
and  is  dead  !  Let  that  sound  reach  you  in  the  depths  of  your  dungeon,  and 
let  it  carry  consolation  to  your  suffering  soul.' 

3  The  foreign  policy  of  Castlereagh  after  1815  is  treated  of  in  relation 
to  that  of  Canning  in  chapter  xii,  pp.  206-208,  below. 
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For  a  dozen  years  past  Canning  had  been  kept  in  the 
background  of  politics  by  his  personal  unpopularity  first  with 
his  colleagues,  and  then  with  the  King,  whom  he  refused  to 
assist  in  the  prosecution  of  Queen  Caroline.  His  brilliancy 
had  been  eclipsed  by  the  solid  services  that  Castlereagh  had 
rendered  to  Europe.  But  now  at  last  his  chance  had  come. 
Instead  of  being  exiled  to  India,  he  stepped  into  his  dead 
rival’s  place  as  Foreign  Secretary  and  leader  of  the  Commons, 
and  became,  under  the  mild  premiership  of  Lord  Liverpool, 
the  first  man  in  the  kingdom. 

About  the  time  of  his  promotion  a  great  change  had  come 
to  maturity  in  his  mind.  In  youth  the  chosen  disciple  of  Pitt, 
he  remembered  in  the  closing  years  of  life  that  his  master  had 
once  been  a  reforming  and  liberal  Minister,  before  the  French 
Revolution  raised  an  issue  that  had  now  receded.  This  was 
unpalatable  doctrine  to  the  men  who  still  shouted  Pitt’s  name 
as  a  war-cry  against  every  measure  of  justice  and  common 
sense,  and  met  in  Pitt  Clubs  to  drink  ‘  Irish  Protestant  Ascend¬ 
ancy,’  and  the  health  of  the  yeomanry  of  Peterloo.  But  the  in¬ 
fluence  of  Canning  in  his  new  position  permeated  Westminster 
and  Whitehall. 

Indeed,  though  the  popular  rejoicings  over  Castlereagh’s 
suicide  were  brutal,  and  unjust  to  a  great  public  servant,  his 
death,  coming  when  it  did,  was  fortunate.  Not  only  did  our 
foreign  policy,  which  had  become  neutral  under  Castlereagh, 
become  liberal  under  Canning,  but  at  home  reforms  followed 
in  rapid  succession.  Popular  belief  in  constitutional  and  politi¬ 
cal  action,  which  Peterloo  and  the  Six  Acts  had  nearly  killed, 
was  revived  by  the  proof  of  what  could  be  done  even  in  an 
unreformed  House  of  Commons.  In  such  an  atmosphere, 
improved  still  further  by  good  harvests  and  a  revival  in  trade, 
the  prospect  of  violence  and  class  war  retreated  into  the  back¬ 
ground. 

The  liberal 1  Tories  were  the  men  of  the  hour.  After  the 
1822  death  of  Castlereagh  the  ablest  statesmen  in  the  Cabinet  be¬ 
longed  to  their  section  of  the  party.  The  Whigs  had  failed  to 
give  a  lead  to  the  country  through  their  official  chiefs,  but  were 
ready,  under  younger  men  like  Brougham  and  Russell,  to  co¬ 
operate  in  debates  and  divisions  with  the  more  enlightened 

1  In  England  the  word  ‘  liberal  ’  did  not  yet  designate  a  party,  but  was 
used  as  an  adjective  connoting  the  character  of  those  ideas  which  were  held 
in  common  by  Canning  and  Grey,  Huskisson  and  Brougham. 
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part  of  the  Government  forces.  Under  these  conditions  not 
only  were  many  valuable  measures  passed,  but  the  Tory  party 
was  disintegrated  and  forced  to  resolve  itself  into  its  true 
elements,  so  that  when  after  Canning’s  death  men  were  forced 
to  choose  between  a  reversion  to  anti-jacobinism  under  Wel¬ 
lington  and  Eldon,  and  an  advance  to  Parliamentary  and 
Municipal  Reform  under  the  rejuvenated  Whigs,  the  liberal 
Tories,  with  the  great  exception  of  Peel,  felt  themselves  pre¬ 
pared  by  the  experience  of  ten  years  to  break  with  their  old  1830 
connections  and  join  the  party  of  Parliamentary  Reform. 

The  happy  issue  of  affairs  for  Britain  in  the  nineteenth 
century  was  largely  determined  by  the  character  and  per¬ 
sonality  of  the  men  who  came  to  the  front  in  the  ’twenties — 
Canning,  Huskisson  and  Peel,  Althorp,  Durham  and  Russell, 
and  the  school  of  statesmen  that  they  inspired.  In  an  age 
of  transition,  they  united  to  an  unusual  degree  the  merits 
of  aristocracy  and  democracy.  The  merit  of  aristocracy  lies  in 
the  families  and  individuals  who  are  brought  up  to  serve  the 
State;  its  demerit  lies  in  a  policy  dictated  by  a  small  class 
whose  experience  and  interest  are  not  those  of  the  community 
at  large.  In  democracy,  on  the  other  hand,  public  opinion  and 
the  interest  of  the  majority  prevail  as  the  motive  force,  but 
there  is  no  provision  for  the  training  of  a  class  of  statesmen. 

In  the  epoch  of  English  history  that  opened  in  the  reign  of 
George  IV,  the  tradition  of  the  old  aristocracy,  shared  by  the 
rising  bourgeoisie,  still  supplied  both  parties  in  the  State  with 
a  large  number  of  families,  whose  ablest  sons  were  devoted 
from  boyhood  to  high  politics,  and  were  placed  early  in  Par¬ 
liament  with  the  consciousness  that  the  government  was  upon 
their  shoulders.  The  difference  from  former  times  was  that 
these  specially  trained  leaders  now  felt  responsibility  to  the 
great  public  rather  than  to  their  own  class,  whose  prejudices 
and  monopolies  they  were  often  prepared  to  sacrifice  to  the 
general  welfare.  The  eighteenth-century  aristocrats  and  the 
anti-Jacobin  Tories  had  been  the  masters  of  the  public,  and 
sometimes  therefore  its  robbers  and  tyrants.  Peel  and  his  suc¬ 
cessors  were  its  servants.  But  they  were  not  demagogues,  be¬ 
cause  they  still  felt  themselves  to  belong  to  a  high  and  austere 
sect,  devoted  to  the  science  of  government.  Part  of  that  science 
was  to  keep  in  touch  with  the  changes  of  public  opinion — but 
it  was  by  no  means  all. 

Peel’s  father,  the  first  Sir  Robert,  of  Lancashire  fame, 
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calico-printer  and  Tory  member,  stood  like  his  son  after  him 
for  the  reconciliation  of  classes.  We  have  seen  him,  during 
Napoleon’s  Hundred  Days,  working  out  the  details  of  a  Fac¬ 
tory  Bill  with  Owen  himself.1  The  calico-printer,  even  before 
he  had  been  made  a  baronet,  determined,  like  the  elder  Pitt, 
that  his  son  should  be  Prime  Minister.  He  vowed  him  from 
the  cradle,  and  trained  him  from  the  nursery,  not  for  business 
but  for  Parliament.  He  sent  him  to  Harrow,  then  populous 
with  future  Premiers  and  party  leaders,  where  he  shared  with 
Lord  Byron  a  sound  classical  education.  His  classics  and  his 
aristocratic  connections  received  the  finishing  touch  at  Christ 
Church,  where  he  figured  as  a  gentleman  commoner.  As  soon 
as  he  came  of  age,  his  father  bought  him  a  seat  for  an  Irish 
1809  borough.  Next  year  his  own  abilities  and  training,  and  his 
father’s  influence,  obtained  for  him  subordinate  office.  By 
1812  he  was  Chief  Secretary  for  Ireland. 

Thus,  before  he  had  had  time  to  observe  the  political  scene, 
and  to  think  out  opinions  for  himself,  Peel  was  immersed  in 
official  routine  of  flattering  importance.  The  Tory  party  in  its 
heyday  of  power  and  popularity,  and  the  Protestant  Ascend¬ 
ancy  in  Ireland,  both  shone  on  the  manufacturer’s  son  in  their 
brightest  and  most  alluring  colours.  Almost  from  his  boyhood, 
the  squires  and  rectors  of  both  islands  hailed  him  as  their 
favourite  spokesman,  for  he  at  least  was  staunch  against 
Catholic  Emancipation.  At  the  age  of  twenty-nine  he  won  the 
blue  ribbon  of  Toryism,  that  had  been  denied  to  Canning,  the 
membership  for  the  University  of  Oxford.  In  another  aspect, 
he  was  the  business  agent  of  Tory  officialdom :  so  long  as  he 
was  at  work  for  twelve  hours  a  day  in  Whitehall,  the  squires 
could  hunt  and  shoot  with  the  security  that  all  was  right. 
They  trusted  him  indeed  too  blindly,  and  found  in  the  end  a 
master  where  they  had  placed  a  servant. 

These  circumstances  of  his  youth  partly  explain  why  Peel 
never  learnt  that  he  was  not  a  Tory.  Yet  Palmerston,  who  had 
been  pushed  forward  equally  young  by  the  same  party,  carried 
his  much  more  real  Toryism  over  into  the  Whig  camp,  while 
Peel  continued  all  his  life,  from  force  of  early  association,  to 
regard  Toryism  as  synonymous  with  the  government  of  the 
country  rather  than  with  a  particular  set  of  opinions,  many  of 
which  he  ceased  to  share. 

In  1822  Peel  entered  the  Cabinet  as  Home  Secretary.  He 
1  Pp.  184-185,  above. 
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at  once  cleared  out  the  mystery  of  iniquity  at  the  Home  Office. 
He  abolished  the  --system  of  maintaining  Government  spies 
and  agents  'provocateurs  among  the  working-men,  which  had 
done  so  much  to  embitter  class  feelings  during  the  last  dozen 
years.  He  discontinued  the  political  and  Press  prosecutions, 
and  on  every  side  broke  off  the  connection  of  Tory  rule  with 
coercion  in  England.  The  change  passed  unnoticed,  since  no 
legislation  was  necessary,  but  it  was  a  change  of  profound 
importance. 

After  the  suicide  of  Romilly  in  1818,  the  agitation  for 
reform  of  the  Criminal  Code  on  the  principles  of  Bentham  was 
carried  on  by  Sir  James  Mackintosh,  who  as  an  Opposition 
member  won  the  first  great  Parliamentary  triumph  of  the 
cause  in  the  legislation  of  1820.  In  1 823  Peel  as  Home  Secre¬ 
tary  took  up  the  movement  on  behalf  of  Government,  and  in 
a  few  years  obtained  the  repeal  of  the  death  penalty  for  a 
hundred  different  offences. 

There  was  equal  need  for  a  reform  of  legal  procedure, 
above  all  of  the  procrastinating  Court  of  Chancery,  loved  for 
its  very  faults  by  its  ancient  and  apparently  irremovable  chief, 
Lord  Eldon.  The  world’s  attention  was  first  turned  to  law 
reform  as  a  whole  by  Brougham’s  famous  six-hour  speech  in 
the  Commons  in  1828,  surveying  the  labyrinth  of  anachronism 
and  delay  that  caused  misery  and  injustice  not  only  in  Chan¬ 
cery,  but  in  the  realm  of  common  law,  ecclesiastical  law  and  the 
petty  local  courts.  Under  the  impulse  given  by  Brougham’s 
speech,  followed  up  by  Royal  Commissions,  a  long  series  of 
law  reforms  were  carried  in  the  middle  years  of  the  century. 

Peel  crowned  his  work  at  the  Home  Office  by  establishing 
in  1829  the  Metropolitan  Police  Force.  Its  success  in  London 
caused  it  to  be  adopted  throughout  the  whole  country  in  the 
course  of  the  next  thirty  years.  The  frequency  and  immunity 
of  crime  had  scared  the  legislators  of  the  eighteenth  century 
into  the  creation  of  fresh  capital  felonies  every  session — a 
remedy  that  proved  worse  than  useless.  It  had  never  occurred 
to  the  *  age  of  common  sense  ’  to  find  a  substitute  for  the 
fumbling  old  watchmen,  who  preserved  unimpaired  the  tradi¬ 
tions  of  Dogberry  and  Verges. 

Peel’s  *  new  police  ’  secured  the  success  of  his  reform  of 
the  criminal  law.  And  they  were  no  less  essential  to  his  policy 
of  avoiding  a  serious  collision  between  the  armed  forces  of  Gov¬ 
ernment  and  the  working-class  agitators.  It  was  universally 
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agreed  that  if  there  had  been  ‘  Peelers  ’  in  Manchester  in 
1819,  or  in  Bristol  in  1831,  there  would  have  been  no  Peter- 
loo,  and  no  burning  of  Bristol.  The  lower  type  of  Radical 
rioters  cursed  ‘  Peel’s  bloody  gang  ’  as  a  serious  restraint  on 
their  activities,  but  Francis  Place,  who  knew  that  liberty 
implied  order,  was  strongly  on  the  side  of  an  efficient  civilian 
force,  of  non-partisan  character,  and  armed  only  with  staves — 
a  boon  unknown  to  the  subjects  of  continental  despotisms. 
Some  of  Place’s  Radical  friends  might  have  been  not  too  well 
pleased  to  know  that  in  November  1 830  he  advised  the  inspec¬ 
tor  of  the  new  police  ‘  when  he  saw  a  mob  prepared  to  make 
an  attack,  to  lead  his  men  on  and  thrash  those  who  composed 
the  mob  with  their  staves  as  long  as  any  of  them  remained 
together,  but  to  take  no  one  into  custody;  and  that  if  this  were 
done  once  or  twice  there  would  be  no  more  mobs.’  The  event 
justified  the  advice.  There  had  previously  been  no  force 
capable  of  doing  anything  with  a  London  mob,  short  of  shoot¬ 
ing  and  sabring,  and  for  that  reason  Lord  George  Gordon  had 
been  able  to  begin  the  sack  of  the  capital.1 

One  important  reform  cannot  be  placed  to  the  credit  of 
the  Ministry.  Pitt’s  Combination  Laws,  a  relic  of  the  days  of 
anti-Jacobin  panic,  still  rendered  all  Trade  Union  action  illegal. 
Had  they  been  left  on  the  Statute  Book,  the  recrudescence  of 
working-class  combination,  already  very  general  in  industry, 
must  perforce  have  become  revolutionary  in  the  new  age.  The 
national  service  of  repealing  these  dangerous  laws  was  rendered 
by  two  determined  and  unselfish  citizens,  unaided  by  any 
recognised  party  leader.  Joseph  Hume,  a  private  member, 
notorious  in  the  Commons  as  the  persistent  advocate  of  re¬ 
trenchment,  took  his  orders  about  the  Combination  Laws  from 
Francis  Place,  who  manipulated  the  whole  affair  from  his 
library  at  Charing  Cross. 

Place,  like  many  self-made  men,  had  somewhat  too  high 
an  opinion  of  himself  as  compared  to  others,  but  his  manage¬ 
ment  of  a  recalcitrant  Parliament  of  employers,  through  the 
sole  agency  of  one  private  member,  was  a  masterpiece  of  the 
political  art.  In  1824  Place  and  Hume  secured  the  passage 
of  a  very  liberal  Act  settling  the  status  of  Trade  Unions,  before 

1  Highwaymen,  who  had  been  the  plague  of  the  roads  throughout  the 
eighteenth  century,  had  now  disappeared,  partly  owing  to  the  enclosure  of 
so  many  wild  heaths  and  commons  where  they  used  to  lurk  ;  partly  as  the 
result  of  a  campaign  against  them  of  mounted  patrols,  coupled  with  a  policy 
of  taking  away  licences  from  public-houses  that  harboured  them. 
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members  were  aware  of  what  they  were  doing.  Next  year  the 
two  had  the  more -difficult  task  of  preventing  a  reversal  of  the 
policy  at  the  instigation  of  Huskisson  and  Peel,  after  a  wave 
of  strikes  had  caused  a  panic  in  the  employing  class.  The 
crisis  was  severe,  but  owing  to  the  mass  of  evidence  from  the 
industrial  districts  which  Place  marshalled  before  the  House 
of  Commons  Committee,  the  Act  of  1825  was  not  in  the  end 
a  reversal  of  Hume’s  Act  of  the  year  before,  though  very 
stringent  provisions  were  added  against  intimidation. 

The  wage-earners  were  set  free  to  work  out  their  own 
salvation,  not  only  by  the  repeal  of  the  Combination  Laws,  but 
by  analogous  legislation  passed  at  various  dates,  which  per¬ 
mitted  artisans  to  emigrate,  and  legalised  Friendly  and  Co¬ 
operative  Societies.  These  laws  were  not  the  work  of  Owen 
and  the  Socialists,  but  of  the  individualist  Radicals  and  political 
economists  of  the  ‘  classical’  school.  The  Act  of  1824  is  the 
first  case  of  the  impartial  application  of  the  doctrines  of  laissez 
faire  even  when  they  benefited  the  workmen  as  against  the 
master.1  It  was  significant  that  Place  and  Hume  had  had  the 
support  of  an  important  minority  of  employers  who  believed 
that  Pitt’s  Acts  were  unjust  and  a  principal  cause  of  industrial 
strife.  Place  himself  believed  that  when  once  the  workmen 
had  the  right  to  use  the  weapon  of  collective  bargaining  as 
freely  as  their  masters,  it  would  not  be  necessary  for  them  to 
do  so,  and  that  Trade  Unions  would  die  a  natural  death! 

The  working  class  was  fortunate  in  having  at  this  critical 
epoch  three  servants  of  such  widely  different  talents  and  opin¬ 
ions  as  Owen,  Cobbett  and  Place.  They  seemed  made  to 
supply  each  other’s  deficiencies.  Place  prided  himself  on  the 
scientific  character  of  his  Benthamite  individualism,  but  in 
him  Bentham’s  teaching  was  modified  and  enlarged,  as  it  was 
not  in  the  case  of  James  Mill  and  others  of  the  sect,  by  his 
experience  as  a  journeyman  tailor  in  early  youth.  He  devoted 
the  last  half  of  his  life  to  raising  the  status  and  organising  the 
political  action  of  the  class  from  which  he  had  raised  himself 
by  his  business  abilities.  He  despised  the  other  working-class 
leaders.  He  saw  that  if  the  still  uneducated  proletariat  cut 
itself  off  politically  from  the  liberal  elements  in  the  middle 
class  it  would  achieve  nothing.  In  spite  of  his  profound 
contempt  for  the  wisdom  of  Parliament  as  the  abode  of  the 

1  See  p.  143,  above.  Not  only  Malthus  and  Ricardo  but  McCulloch  him- 
seil  supported  the  repeal  of  the  Combination  Laws. 
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‘  stultified  Tories  ’  and  ‘  gabbling  Whigs,’  he  none  the  less  was 
the  first  to  develop  the  modern  arts  of  lobbying,  and  bringing  to 
bear  on  members  the  weight  of  evidence  and  argument  from 
outside.  It  was  partly  because  his  procedure  in  1824-5  was 
so  novel  that  it  succeeded  so  well.  The  cloud  of  witnesses 
from  the  industrial  north  that  he  had  wafted  into  the  aristocratic 
precincts  of  Westminster  to  testify  to  the  working  of  the  Combi¬ 
nation  Laws,  were  the  heralds  of  a  new  era  in  politics.  Honour¬ 
able  gentlemen  might  stare,  but  they  would  have  to  grow  recon¬ 
ciled  to  such  sights  in  the  lobbies  of  the  ‘  best  club  in  Europe.’ 

Huskisson  began  the  administrative  and  ministerial  side 
of  the  Free  Trade  movement  which  Peel  and  Gladstone  com¬ 
pleted.  Lie  became  President  of  the  Board  of  Trade  early  in 
1823,  as  the  friend  and  protege  of  Canning,  whom  at  the  same 
time  he  succeeded  as  member  for  Liverpool,  becoming  thereby 
the  accredited  representative  of  the  mercantile  interest. 

Th e.laissezfaire  economic  doctrine,  propounded  in  majestic 
completeness  by  Adam  Smith  as  far  back  as  177 6,  had  capti¬ 
vated  the  understanding  of  Pitt  in  his  precocious  boyhood. 
Before  the  question  had  become  generally  understood  either 
inside  or  outside  Parliament,  the  young  Minister  was  carrying 
a  rapid  reduction  and  simplification  of  tariffs.  But  this  process 
was  reversed  by  the  war  of  1793-1815.  War  expenditure 
and  the  interest  on  war  debt  were  defrayed  by  unscientific 
taxation  of  almost  all  articles  in  common  use.  A  revenue  tariff, 
not  really  protective  in  its  object,  taxed  raw  materials  more 
heavily  than  manufactured  articles.  The  unwise  refusal  of  the 
middle  classes  at  the  end  of  the  war  to  submit  to  a  continuation 
of  the  income-tax  in  time  of  peace,  helped  to  perpetuate  this 
incubus  of  ill-adjusted  taxation. 

And  so,  for  thirty  years  after  the  outbreak  of  the  war  with 
France,  the  doctrine  of  laissez  faire  was  seldom  quoted  except 
to  prove  the  impossibility  of  the  State  enforcing  a  living  wage 
or  interfering  on  behalf  of  the  employee.  At  length,  in  the 
more  liberal  atmosphere  of  the  ’twenties,  the  time  had  come 
for  a  revival  of  its  Free  Trade  implications.  The  financial 
genius  of  Huskisson  was  able  to  operate  with  the  full  support 
of  the  economists  at  the  height  of  their  fame  and  influence, 
under  the  patronage  of  the  port  of  Liverpool  and  the  bulk  of 
middle-class  opinion,  and  behind  the  shield  of  Canning,  the 
favourite  of  the  nation  and  the  despot  of  the  Cabinet. 
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Under  these  favouring  conditions  Huskisson  resumed 
Pitt’s  earlier  role,  substituted  moderate  tariff's  for  total  pro-  1823-27 
hibitions,  abolished  bounties,  cut  down  high  duties  to  a 
percentage  that  discouraged  smuggling  and  encouraged  com¬ 
petition,  and  admitted  many  raw  materials  at  nominal  tariffs. 
Timber  he  excluded  from  this  category  in  order  to  benefit 
Canada. 

Huskisson  had  more  vision  of  the  Empire  than  any  other 
statesman  of  his  own  or  of  the  following  generation,  except 
Lord  Durham.  He  encouraged  and  subsidised  emigration. 

He  showed  the  Colonies  that  their  interests  were  to  be  con¬ 
sulted  no  less  than  those  of  the  mother  country.  Such  a  theory 
was  new  in  the  world.  Seizing  the  opportunity  of  changes  in 
the  tariff,  he  established  a  working  system  of  preferential 
duties  for  colonial  goods.  When  Free  Trade  reached  its  full 
development  in  the  ’forties  and  ’fifties,  preference  was  no 
longer  possible.  But  Huskisson’s  idea  that  the  Colonies  were 
not  mere  stalking-horses  for  British  interests  at  home  outlived 
his  preferential  tariffs. 

Though  Huskisson  laid  the  foundations  of  British  Free 
Trade  policy,  he  himself  did  not  contemplate  a  total  abolition 
of  duties.  But  in  one  respect  he  was  compelled  to  outstrip 
Adam  Smith  himself.  The  philosopher  had  pronounced  the 
Navigation  Laws  injurious  to  our  national  wealth,  but  necessary 
for  our  national  security,  as  a  means  of  maintaining  the  school 
of  seamen.  These  laws,  first  enacted  against  our  Dutch  rivals 
in  the  time  of  the  Commonwealth,  had  the  effect  of  confining 
British  trade  almost  entirely  to  ships  owned  and  manned  by 
British  subjects.  The  system  was  brought  to  the  ground,  not 
by  attacks  of  laissez  faire  economists,  but  by  the  action  of 
America  in  passing  a  navigation  law  of  her  own,  which  imposed 
special  duties  on  goods  imported  in  British  ships.  European 
countries  began  to  follow  suit,  and  Huskisson  in  1823  was  fain 
to  pass  a  Reciprocity  Act  enabling  government  to  negotiate  a 
treaty  with  any  foreign  State,  so  as  to  secure  to  the  ships  of 
each  country  the  free  use  of  the  other’s  ports.  Our  Colonies 
were  at  the  same  time  permitted  to  trade  direct  with  Europe. 

It  was  not  till  1849  and  the  following  years  that  the  Navi¬ 
gation  Acts  were  completely  abolished,  but  they  had  received 
their  death-blow  in  1823.  The  new  spirit  of  enterprise  in  the 
open  market  that  asked  for  no  protection,  and  the  invention 
of  iron  ships  just  when  our  forests  were  failing,  enabled  British 
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shipbuilders  to  compete  against  foreign  rivals  with  the  same 
success  as  before. 

Huskisson’s  Free  Trade  measures  unshackled  the  limbs  of 
a  vigorous  giant.  British  commerce,  unlike  British  agriculture, 
was  as  a  young  man  rejoicing  in  his  strength  and  confident  in 
his  power  to  make  his  own  way  in  the  world.  Brilliant  pro¬ 
spects  were  everywhere  opening  out  to  capital  and  enterprise. 
When  the  colonies  of  Spain  threw  off  her  yoke,  the  merchants 
of  Cadiz  were  no  longer  able  to  forbid  the  rest  of  mankind 
to  trade  with  South  America.  At  the  same  time  Europe’s 
purchasing  power  abroad  was  recovering  from  the  effects  of 
the  war  and  the  peace.  England  was  the  clearing-house  and 
port  of  call  for  the  trade  between  the  two  hemispheres,  and 
London  was  the  financial  centre  for  the  colossal  operations  of 
the  coming  age. 

Canning  and  Huskisson  were  alive  to  all  this.  The  old 
and  the  new  member  for  Liverpool  understood  that  England’s 
future  lay  in  commerce  rather  than  in  agriculture,  and  that 
already  less  than  a  third  of  the  population  worked  on  the  land. 
The  economic  and  political  outlook  of  these  two  Tory  chiefs 
was  very  different  from  that  of  the  squires  and  rural  clergy 
who  composed  the  nucleus  of  their  party. 

In  the  British  political  world  ‘  Corn  was  King.’  It  was 
more  dangerous  to  tamper  with  that  one  item  of  the  Protec¬ 
tionist  system  than  with  all  the  rest  put  together.  For  whereas 
the  manufacturers  were  meagrely  represented  in  Parliament 
and  were  coming  round  to  Free  Trade — at  least  in  such  articles 
as  each  man  did  not  himself  produce — on  the  other  hand,  the 
landlords,  who  nominated  or  composed  the  immense  majority 
of  both  Houses,  had  no  doubts  at  all  as  to  the  necessity  for  the 
protection  of  corn.  The  Corn  Laws  were  the  ark  of  the  Tory 
Covenant,  and  half  the  Whig  gentlemen  regarded  them  as  no 
less  sacred.1  Parliamentary  Reform  would  have  to  precede 
any  serious  reduction  in  the  corn  duty. 

Yet  the  Act  of  1 8 1 5, 2  in  which  Huskisson  himself  had  been 
a  participator,  was  working  such  general  havoc  that  some 
change  in  the  form  of  protection  had  to  be  devised.  By  the 
Waterloo  Corn  Bill  import  was  prohibited  when  wheat  stood 

1  Lord  Grey’s  son  and  heir  wanted  free  trade  in  corn  as  early  as  1827, 
but  his  father  wrote  that  his  views,  if  carried  into  effect,  would  injure  the 
country,  and  ‘  at  once  ruin  him  and  me.' 

2  See  p.  152,  above. 
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below  8oj.  a  quarter.1  The  result  was  to  hamper  foreign  trade, 
to  keep  the  price  of  corn  artificially  high,  and  in  years  of 
scarcity  to  starve  the  labourer’s  family  in  town  and  country 
alike.  The  Corn  Law  had  been  fiercely  denounced  by  the 
middle  and  working  classes  from  the  moment  of  its  intro¬ 
duction.  It  increased  the  revolutionary  feeling  among  town 
Radicals  and  village  rick-burners,  and  caused  grave  discontent 
among  the  unrepresented  captains  of  industry  and  their  lieu¬ 
tenants.  At  inns  and  places  of  public  resort  loud  disputes 
between  commercial  travellers  and  farmers  on  the  subject 
of  the  Corn  Laws  marked  a  growing  division  among  the 
c  respectable  ’  classes  that  boded  ill  for  the  permanence  of  the 
existing  regime. 

Yet  the  ‘  agricultural  interest,’  the  landlords  and  big  far¬ 
mers,  were  themselves  harassed  by  the  working  of  their  own 
law.  It  had  been  assumed  that  the  measure  would  keep  wheat 
above  80 s.  a  quarter,  and  on  the  strength  of  that  assumption 
farmers  continued  to  discard  the  production  of  meat,  poultry 
and  vegetables,  and  to  plough  up  bad  lands  that  ought  never 
to  have  grown  corn  at  all.  The  result  of  this  over-production 
of  corn  in  Britain  was  that  prices  fell  below  8cw.,  not  indeed 
low  enough  to  give  food  to  the  people  at  a  reasonable  price,  but 
low  enough  to  break  many  farmers  and  to  prevent  many  land¬ 
lords  from  obtaining  the  high  rents  on  which  they  had  calcu¬ 
lated.  Some  new  form  of  corn  protection  was  loudly  called 
for  by  the  agricultural  interest  itself.  A  slight  modification 
of  the  law  in  1822  had  made  no  change  in  the  situation. 

Huskisson  therefore  proposed  a  sliding  scale — that  is  to 
say  a  tariff  to  vary  with  the  price.  The  principle  was  accepted, 
but  the  question  of  its  rate  and  incidence  divided  the  Tory 
party  as  fiercely  as  Foreign  Policy  and  Catholic  Emancipation. 
Huskisson  and  Canning  stood  for  a  lower  rate,  Wellington  for  1827 
a  higher.  Finally,  after  Canning’s  death,  the  Duke  fixed  a 
sliding  scale  to  begin  when  wheat  was  under  73J.  a  quarter.  1828 
It  was  hoped  that  it  would  prevent  the  fluctuation  of  prices, 
but  it  had  no  such  effect.  It  remained  as  the  Corn  Law  against 
which  the  thunders  of  Cobden’s  League  were  in  later  years 
directed. 

The  liberal  trend  of  British  statesmanship  in  the  nine- 

1  It  must  be  remembered  that  80s.  then  was  worth  many  times  what 
it  is  now;  80s.  a  quarter  was  a  terribly  high  price  in  1815. 
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teenth  century  was  set  in  these  years  by  Peel  for  domestic 
administration,  by  Huskisson  for  commerce,  and  by  Canning 
for  foreign  relations.  In  our  dealings  with  Europe,  a  con¬ 
tinuous  if  winding  stream  of  policy  joins  our  breach  with  the 
Holy  Alliance  to  the  war  of  1914. 

Canning’s  tenure  of  the  Foreign  Office  marked  the  fact  that 
England  had  changed  sides.  In  order  to  release  Europe  from 
the  overlordship  of  France,  we  had  fought  in  alliance  with 
the  Eastern  despotisms  and  with  all  the  most  reactionary 
forces  in  the  West.  Our  victory  had  involved  the  re-enslave¬ 
ment  of  Poland,  the  restoration  of  the  Temporal  Power  and 
the  Austrians  in  Italy,  of  the  Jesuits,  the  princes,  the  nobles 
and  the  Junkers  throughout  the  Continent, — while  the  mili¬ 
tary  predominance  had  passed  from  the  Western  Powers  to 
Russia,  Prussia  and  Austria. 

It  was  partly  because  they  had  foreseen  such  consequences 
in  case  of  victory,  that  the  Whigs  had  been  factious  and  luke¬ 
warm  about  the  war  while  it  was  still  waging.  Now  they  found 
themselves  in  touch  with  the  rising  anger  of  the  nation  at  large 
against  the  obscurantism  and  despotism  of  our  late  allies. 
England  had  felt  a  generous  warmth  in  helping  the  Spanish 
and  German  peoples  to  free  themselves  from  Napoleon.  When, 
after  the  common  victory,  the  princes  and  priests  of  the  Con¬ 
tinent  re-enslaved  those  who  had  done  the  fighting,  many 
Englishmen  felt  that  they  had  been  taken  in.  It  was  not  to 
restore  the  Inquisition  that  they  had  fought  in  Spain,  England 
and  Europe  listened  with  delight  to  the  invective  of  the  Whig 
poet,  Lord  Byron,  against  forces  which  no  one  on  the  Continent 
could  criticise  without  seeing  the  inside  of  a  dungeon.  All  this 
was  very  fine,  but  would  not  have  been  very  effectual  had  not 
the  Tory  Foreign  Secretary  taken  up  the  cause.  In  a  few  years 
Canning  attracted  to  England  and  to  himself  the  loyalty  of 
Liberals  in  all  countries. 

Castlereagh,  who  conducted  foreign  affairs  until  1822, 
had  withdrawn  from  interference  on  the  Continent  to  neutrality, 
but  he  would  never  have  positively  changed  sides.  He  refused, 
indeed,  to  take  part  in  the  policing  of  Europe  against  consti¬ 
tutional  revolts,  but  not  because  he  sympathised  with  those 
revolts.  He  spoke  strongly  in  favour  of  Austria’s  rule  in  Italy 
and  Turkey’s  rule  in  Greece.  He  had  pledged  the  country, 
as  was  reasonable,  to  resist  by  force  a  Napoleonic  restoration 
in  France,  but  he  had  also  approved  of  a  secret  treaty  whereby 
Austria  bound  Ferdinand  IV  of  Naples  to  maintain  a  system 
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of  absolutism  in  his  territories.  That  was  indeed  the  extent  of 
Castlereagh’s  commitments,  and  he  would  go  no  further,  even 
to  please  Metternich. 

Metternich  meanwhile  had  completely  converted  the  Czar 
Alexander  to  absolutism.  The  Holy  Alliance  in  1815  had 
been  a  vague  aspiration  of  the  Czar’s  pietism.1  Three  years 
later  it  had  taken  practical  form  as  the  clearing-house  of  ob¬ 
scurantist  diplomacy,  settling  the  internal  affairs  of  countries 
great  and  small  at  a  series  of  European  congresses.  In  both 
its  phases  it  had  been  suspect  to  Castlereagh.  The  British 
statesman,  who  was  a  ‘  good  European  ’  and  friend  of  peace, 
wished  indeed  for  periodic  congresses  to  arrange  international 
disputes  and  avoid  causes  of  war,  but  he  did  not  wish  these 
meetings  to  be  made  the  instrument  of  interference  in  the 
internal  affairs  of  States.  Canning  went  still  further,  because 
he  was  already  more  sensitive  than  Castlereagh  ever  became 
to  British  public  opinion.  In  October  1818  he  told  his 
colleagues  in  the  Cabinet — ‘  Our  true  policy  has  always  been 
not  to  interfere  except  in  great  emergencies  and  then  with 
a  commanding  force.  The  people  of  this  country  may  be 
taught  to  look  with  great  jealousy  for  their  liberties,  if  our 
Court  is  engaged  in  meetings  of  great  despotic  monarchs, 
deliberating  upon  what  degree  of  revolutionary  spirit  may 
endanger  the  public  security,  and  therefore  require  the  inter¬ 
ference  of  the  Alliance.’  2 

The  despots  of  Europe,  however,  went  on  without  us,  and 
in  1821  commissioned  Austria  to  suppress  the  newly  won 
constitution  of  the  Neapolitan  kingdom.  Castlereagh  disliked 
the  collective  action  of  the  Congress  for  this  purpose,  but  had 
no  objection  to  Austria  acting  in  Naples  on  her  own  account. 
He  regarded  this  first  great  episode  of  the  Italian  risorgimento , 
on  behalf  of  which  Byron  was  collecting  arms  and  Shelley 
writing  poems,  as  ‘  a  sectarian  conspiracy  and  military  revolt 
against  a  mild  and  paternal  Government.’  The  man  who 
wrote  thus,  and  who  used  equally  hostile  language  about  the 
Greek  struggle  with  Turkey,  would  never,  if  he  had  lived, 
have  played  the  part  taken  by  Canning  in  Europe.3 

1  P.  138,  above. 

2  See  Castlereagh’ s  Correspondence  and  Despatches  (1853),  xii,  pp.  56-7. 
and  Temperley’s  Canning,  134-5.  Bathurst  writes  to  Castlereagh,  who 
was  abroad  :  ‘  I  do  not  subscribe  to  Canning’s  opinions,  nor  did  any  of  the 
Cabinet  who  attended.’ 

3  It  is  good  that  justice  is  now  done  to  Castlereagh’s  immense  services 
in  1813-15,  and  that  his  policy  from  1816-22  is  set  in  its  right  light.  But 
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The  ‘  mild  and  paternal  Government,’  when  restored  by 
Austria  to  its  absolute  power  in  Naples,  proceeded  to  a  bar¬ 
barous  persecution  of  virtue  and  intellect,  such  as  the  Holy 
Alliance  was  organising,  with  local  variations,  all  over  Europe. 
The  dragooning  of  the  German  Universities,  the  destruction 
of  the  Polish  constitution,  the  police  system  which  put  men 
in  prison  for  possessing  a  volume  of  Gibbon  or  Montesquieu, 
bade  fair  to  put  out  the  light  of  Europe’s  culture  in  the  course 
of  suppressing  her  liberties.  When  the  country  that  had  over¬ 
thrown  Napoleon  spoke  out  against  this  system  through  the 
mouth  first  of  her  poets  and  then  of  her  Foreign  Minister,  the 
moral  effect  was  all  the  greater  because  no  other  voice  but 
England’s  could  then  be  heard  on  behalf  of  freedom. 

When  Castlereagh  died  and  Canning  took  over  the  Foreign 

1822  Office,  another  Holy  Alliance  Congress  was  about  to  meet  at 
Verona  to  decide  on  the  suppression  of  the  constitutional 
rights  which  the  Spaniards  had  extorted  once  more  from  their 
perjured  and  bigoted  King,  Ferdinand  VII.  France  was  chosen 
as  the  executioner.  The  French  Royalists  and  Clericals  re¬ 
joiced  to  lead  an  invasion  of  Spain  on  absolutist  principles.  It 
would  be  a  cheap  way  of  reviving  the  glories  of  Napoleon  on 
behalf  of  their  own  party.  With  the  help  of  the  Church  in 

1823  Spain,  French  conquest  was  this  time  easy,  and  the  persecution 
that  followed  was  ferocious.  Ferdinand,  as  his  subjects  had 
good  cause  to  say,  had  ‘  the  heart  of  a  tiger  and  the  head  of  a 
mule.’ 

These  proceedings  infuriated  all  sections  of  British  opinion. 
Anti-French,  anti-Catholic  and  Liberal  feeling  between  them 
covered  most  of  the  ground  in  politics,  and  all  three  were 
outraged.  Another  reigning  passion,  the  desire  for  foreign 
markets,  was  no  less  shrewdly  touched,  for  if  the  colonies  that 
had  revolted  from  Spain  were  recovered  by  the  aid  of  French 
arms,  Central  and  Southern  America  would  again  be  closed 
to  our  goods.  The  ‘  family  compact  ’  of  the  French  and 
Spanish  Bourbons,  so  much  dreaded  in  the  eighteenth  century, 
would  be  renewed  against  British  trade  and  power.  The  spirit 
of  Chatham  was  aroused.  The  memories  of  the  Peninsula 
were  revived.  Once  more,  as  in  1808,  the  shop  windows 
were  filled  with  coloured  cartoons,  generously  but  naively 

the  extreme  eulogists  of  Castlereagh,  who  would  have  it  that  he  initiated 
all  that  was  good  in  Canning’s  policy,  are  doing  a  great  injustice  to  Canning, 
who  also  has  his  rights. 
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representing  ‘  Spanish  patriots,’  in  the  ruff's  and  slashed  clothes 
of  their  great  ancestors,  slaughtering  masses  of  shrieking 
Frenchmen ! 

Canning,  though  he  confessed  to  a  friend  that  ‘  he  had  an 
itch  for  war  with  France,’  decided  not  to  plunge  the  country 
into  another  great  struggle,  with  half  the  Spanish  people  and 
all  the  governments  of  Europe  supporting  the  French.  Indeed, 
such  a  war  would  probably  have  had  the  disastrous  result  of 
identifying  French  military  and  nationalist  feeling,  which  was 
at  that  time  anti-Bourbon,  with  all  the  worst  forms  of  reaction. 
Where  Canning  did  not  intend  to  fight,  he  was  too  wise  to 
bluff  or  threaten.  He  contented  himself  with  a  strong  protest 
against  the  invasion  of  Spain.  But  he  gave  the  French  to  under¬ 
stand  that  if  they  attempted  to  send  troops  across  the  Atlantic,  1823 
they  would  have  to  deal  with  the  British  fleet.  And  he  let  the 
restored  Spanish  absolutism  know  that  the  reactionary  system 
was  not  to  be  carried  by  foreign  arms  into  Portugal.  When,  in 
disregard  of  this  warning,  the  Spaniards  began  to  interfere  1826 
with  our  little  ally,  Canning  was  as  good  as  his  word,  and  sent 
four  thousand  redcoats  to  Lisbon,  who  soon  disposed  of  the 
reactionary  forces.  France  and  Spain  shrank  from  a  contest 
over  Portugal.  The  successful  landing  of  British  troops  on 
the  Continent  to  defend  the  constitutional  cause,  even  on  this 
small  scale,  made  a  great  sensation  throughout  Europe. 

Although  the  revolt  of  our  American  colonists  in  the 
eighteenth  century  proved  ultimately  decisive  as  an  example 
to  those  of  Spain,  it  had  had  no  immediate  effect  upon  them. 

The  revolutionary  and  separatist  movement  came  to  South 
America,  not  from  the  countrymen  or  contemporaries  of 
Washington,  but  through  the  agency  of  Spanish-Americans 
resident  in  Europe  in  the  time  of  Napoleon.  In  the  same  era, 
the  wars  of  Spain  against  England  and  against  France  revealed 
to  her  subjects  beyond  the  ocean  the  feeble  and  useless  charac¬ 
ter  of  their  home  government,  and  broke  up  the  isolation,  com¬ 
parable  to  that  of  China,  which  had  so  long  divided  South 
America  from  the  rest  of  mankind. 

In  1806-7,  Spain  being  then  at  war  with  England,  a 
British  force  from  South  Africa,  crossing  the  Atlantic  without 
orders  from  home  on  the  strangest  of  escapades,  landed  in  the 
Plata  River  and  seized  Buenos  Aires.  When  the  news 
reached  London,  British  merchants  at  home  raised  a  shout  of 
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greedy  joy,  and  the  Cabinet  had  the  weakness  to  accept  and 
support  the  move  thus  forced  upon  them.  The  Spanish 
Royal  Governor  had  fled  in  panic,  incapable  of  attempting  to 
organise  resistance.  But  as  the  British  made  the  mistake  of 
demanding  allegiance  for  King  George  instead  of  proclaiming 
independence,  the  populace  acted  with  the  guerilla  energy  of 
their  race,  and  in  twelve  months  compelled  the  invaders  to  sail 
away  again  under  an  ignominious  armistice. 

These  events  were  the  prelude  to  South  American  Inde¬ 
pendence.  The  exhibition  of  helpless  folly  on  the  part  of  the 
Spanish  Royal  authorities,  the  habits  of  successful  self-defence 
engendered  in  the  population  thus  deserted,  the  taste  of  the 
pleasures  of  anarchy  enjoyed  by  the  wilder  gauchos  of  the  great 
plain,  and  the  seeds  of  knowledge  and  civilisation  planted  by 
the  English  during  their  year’s  occupation,  all  made  for  revolu- 
1808  tion.  When  next  year  the  government  of  old  Spain  betrayed 
the  race  and  gave  its  possessions  on  both  sides  of  the  Atlantic 
to  the  French,  its  action  was  repudiated  in  South  America,  and 
the  English  were  welcomed  as  friends  and  deliverers. 

The  confusion  of  authority  that  followed  in  Spain,  between 
the  patriotic  Juntas  and  a  Court  become  vassal  to  Napoleon, 
favoured  the  designs  of  the  small  group  who  were  working  for 
the  independence  of  Spanish  America.  From  that  time  forward 
their  cause  made  rapid  progress,  though  it  went  through  many 
vicissitudes.  The  English  merchants  fostered  the  revolt,  partly  as 
a  means  of  obtaining  markets  in  defiance  of  the  veto  from  Spain, 
and  partly  out  of  political  sympathy.  It  was  not,  perhaps,  easy 
to  feel  great  enthusiasm  for  revolutions  which  never  led  to  any¬ 
thing  more  constitutional  than  military  dictatorship.  Spanish 
America  had  been  for  more  than  two  centuries  locked  away 
from  the  world’s  intrusion,  to  vegetate  in  peace  ;  Spaniards 
and  Indians  had  worked  out  a  modus  vivendi ,  and  there  had 
been  no  third  party.  Now  at  length  the  new  freedom,  or 
more  precisely  the  new  independence,  came  rudely  to  disturb 
the  calm  of  that  curious  society.  There  followed  several 
generations  of  petty  warfare  between  rival  parties  and  rival 
States.  But  there  followed  also  European  trade,  inventions, 
ideas,  and  interpenetration  by  foreign  business  men,  at  first 
chiefly  from  Great  Britain. 

In  those  days  the  scattered  communities  of  so  vast  a  con¬ 
tinent  were  as  much  separated  from  each  other  as  they  were 
from  Spain.  The  British  merchant  ships  helped  to  keep  up 
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communications  and  to  give  the  struggle  for  independence  a 
certain  unity  of  action.  In  the  group  of  equatorial  colonies 
along  the  Spanish  main,  the  leading  figure  was  Bolivar  the 
Liberator.  He  owed  much  to  an  army  of  six  thousand  British 
volunteers,  largely  disbanded  Peninsular  veterans,  who  left 
their  bones  in  that  fierce  struggle  with  man  and  nature  in  the 
tropical  mountains.  Farther  south,  along  the  coasts  of  Chili 
and  Peru,  a  small  rebel  fleet  decided  the  contest  by  its  brilliant 
feats  under  the  command  of  Lord  Cochrane,  then  the  finest  of 
British  sailors,  whose  career  in  our  service  had  been  cut  short 
after  a  brilliant  beginning. 

At  the  time  when  the  French  reactionaries  restored  Ferdi¬ 
nand  to  Madrid,  Spanish-American  independence,  though  not  1823 
yet  recognised  by  any  European  Power,  was  an  accomplished 
fact.  It  was  also  a  British  vested  interest  of  great  commercial 
value.  And  grave  as  were  the  shortcomings  of  the  half- 
civilised  republics,  ‘  freedom  *  might  without  undue  poetic 
licence  be  invoked  to  prevent  the  reconquest  of  half  a  hemi¬ 
sphere  by  the  monarchs  of  the  Holy  Alliance,  who  had  just 
trodden  out  the  embers  of  liberty  in  Italy  and  Spain. 

It  was  at  this  stage  of  affairs  that  the  United  States 
entered  on  the  scene  as  the  world-champion  of  a  democracy 
more  advanced  than  Canning’s  Liberal  Toryism,  and  as  the 
leading  American  Power.  In  neither  capacity  was  her  advent 
altogether  welcome  to  Canning,  who  curiously  enough  was 
more  under  the  influence  of  aristocratic  prejudices  against  the 
United  States  than  his  more  high-born  and  conservative  pre¬ 
decessor.1  It  was  fortunate  that  he  had  only  to  deal  with  the 
United  States  at  a  time  when  our  common  interests  were  to 
the  fore  and  our  numerous  differences  were  slumbering.  He 
had  indeed  invited  American  diplomatic  support  against  the 
Holy  Alliance,  and  he  made  full  use  of  it,  while  the  Press  on 
both  sides  of  the  Atlantic  preached  the  novel  doctrine  of 
English-speaking  union  against  a  world  of  despots. 

The  veto  laid  on  French  action  by  the  British  fleet  decided 
the  crisis.  Canning  indeed  had  secured  the  acquiescence  of 
the  French  Government  in  the  inevitable,  even  before  Presi¬ 
dent  Monroe  laid  down  the  famous  ‘  Monroe  doctrine  ’  in 
the  message  to  Congress  of  December  1823.  The  Presi¬ 
dent’s  warning  to  the  powers  of  the  Holy  Alliance  to  keep 
their  hands  off  the  revolted  colonies  of  Spain  was  made  in 

1  See  pp.  177-178,  above,  on  Castlereagh  and  the  United  States. 
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unequivocal  terms,  on  the  high  ground  of  the  political  sym¬ 
pathies  of  the  United  States,  and  her  own  special  interests  in 
the  New  World.  There  was  also  a  significant  sentence  of 
general  application : 

‘  The  occasion  has  been  judged  proper  for  asserting  as  a 
principle  in  which  the  rights  and  interests  of  the  United 
States  are  involved,  that  the  American  continents,  by  the  free 
and  independent  condition  which  they  have  assumed  and 
maintained,  are  henceforth  not  to  be  considered  as  subjects 
for  future  colonisation  by  any  European  powers.’ 

It  is  true  that  the  ‘  occasion  ’  for  ‘  asserting  this  principle  ' 
was  certain  designs  of  Russia  on  the  still  unoccupied  Pacific 
coast.  It  is  also  true  that  ‘  existing  colonies  or  dependencies 
of  any  power  ’  were  excepted  from  this  veto.  None  the  less, 
Canning  saw  in  the  Monroe  doctrine  a  warning  to  Great 
Britain  about  the  future,  as  well  as  an  immediate  defiance  of 
their  common  enemies  of  the  Holy  Alliance.  And  such 
indeed  was  the  spirit  of  the  message  in  the  mind  of  those  who 
framed  it.  It  signified  that  the  United  States  was  coming 
into  the  field  as  a  great  world  power  with  a  policy  and  ethos  of 
her  own.  Much  would  have  been  saved  if  her  advent  on 
these  terms  had  been  accepted  by  Canning,  Palmerston  and 
the  other  semi-aristocratic  statesmen  of  Britain  in  transition, 
as  frankly  as  it  was  accepted  after  the  American  Civil  War  and 
after  the  full  democratisation  of  the  British  Parliament. 

The  closing  scene  of  the  Spanish-American  drama  was  the 
Dec  official  recognition  by  Great  Britain  of  Mexico,  Buenos  Aires 
1824  and  Bolivar’s  Colombia  as  independent  States.  Canning’s 
High  Tory  colleagues  had  fought  against  his  policy  in  the 
Cabinet  from  first  to  last,  and  George  IV  had  intrigued  against 
him  with  Metternich  and  the  Russians.  But  strong  in  the 
support  of  the  British  people,  Canning  had  defied  his  enemies 
at  home  and  abroad.  They  liked  it  little  when  he  boasted  in 
the  Commons  : 

‘  Contemplating  Spain  as  our  ancestors  had  known  her,  I 
resolved  that  if  France  had  Spain,  it  should  not  be  Spain  with 
the  Indies.  I  called  the  New  World  into  existence  to  redress 
the  balance  of  the  Old.' 

On  the  American  question,  Canning,  backed  by  the 
peoples  of  America  and  by  the  British  fleet,  was  geographically 
master  of  the  situation,  and  had  simply  overridden  the  will  of 
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Russia,  Austria,  Prussia  and  France.  But  in  the  case  of  the 
Greek  rebellion  against  Turkey,  he  was  only  able  to  achieve 
^  Greek  independence  by  dexterous  use  of  the  divisions  of  the 
v,Holy  Alliance  itself,  and  the  sympathy  felt  by  France  and 
Russia  with  the  insurgents.  He  is  almost  the  only  British 
statesman  who,  by  the  consent  of  all  to-day,  added  to  his 
laurels  by  his  positive  achievements  in  the  Near  East.  Com¬ 
bining  the  best  points  of  the  later  policies  of  Disraeli  and 
Gladstone,  he  kept  Russia’s  ambitions  within  bounds  by  plac¬ 
ing  England  and  France  alongside  of  her  as  champions  of 
liberation  from  the  Turk.1  Canning  visited  Paris  and  with 
great  ability  won  over  Charles  X  and  his  reactionary  but  Sept, 
Christian  Ministers  to  co-operate  in  this  policy,  thereby  1826 
splitting  the  Holy  Alliance  from  top  to  bottom,  and  forcing 
Metternich  to  look  on  in  impotent  fury  while  the  English, 
Russian  and  French  fleets  under  Admiral  Codrington  blew  the  Oct. 
Turkish  fleet  out  of  the  water  in  Navarino  bay.  1827 

Two  months  before  that  decisive  event,  Canning  had  died. 

But  though  Wellington’s  bungling  reversal  of  his  policy  eventu¬ 
ally  left  France  and  Russia  to  divide  the  honour  of  clearing  the 
Turks  out  of  the  Morea,  the  policy  devised  by  Canning  had 
triumphed.  A  new  State  representing  a  race  with  European 
traditions  had  been  set  up,  only  nominally  subject  to  Turkey, 
yet  not  dependent  on  Russia.  Britain  had  prepared  a  dyke 
against  the  tide  of  the  Russian  advance,  not  by  bolstering  up 
Turkish  despotism,  but  by  taking  the  lead  against  it  herself, 
and  appealing  to  the  new  principle  of  nationality. 

This  policy  was  abandoned  at  the  Crimea,  when  the  Whigs, 
throwing  over  the  traditions  of  Fox  and  Grey,  and  the  Tories 
those  of  Canning,  reverted  to  Pitt’s  pro-Turkish  methods  of 
checkmating  Russia.2  The  same  purely  negative  policy 
served  Disraeli’s  turn  once  more  in  the  ’seventies. 

During  the  fifty  years  between  Canning’s  liberation  of 
Greece  and  Gladstone’s  campaign  on  the  Bulgarian  atrocities, 
the  English  people  ceased  to  sympathise  with  national  struggles 
for  liberty  against  the  Turks.  The  cause  had  aroused  their 
generous  ardour  when  Byron  died  for  Greece  at  Missolonghi.  1824 

1  The  difference  between  Castlereagh’s  and  Canning’s  policy  can  be 
measured  by  the  following  words  of  Castlereagh’s,  written  in  December  1821: 

‘  Whatever  may  be  the  views  of  the  Turkish  power,  it  is  at  least  exempt 
from  the  revolutionary  danger.  The  cause  of  the  Greeks  is  deeply  and 
inevitably  tainted  with  it.’ 

!  P.  44,  above. 
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Before  Canning’s  official  intervention,  British  gold  and  British 
volunteers,  collected  by  enthusiastic  committees,  had  done  as 
much  to  maintain  the  insurgent  cause  in  Greece  as  in  South 
America.  But  whereas  the  sympathy  with  South  America 
had  its  roots  in  commerce,  the  sympathy  with  Greece  had  its 
roots  in  culture.  The  very  name  of  Hellas,  like  that  of  Italy 
in  the  next  generation,  had  a  strange  power  to  move  our  ap¬ 
parently  unemotional  grandfathers.  But  when  once  the  heirs 
of  Athens  had  been  freed,  Serb,  Bulgar  and  Armenian 
appealed  in  vain  for  British  sympathy,  though  the  cause  was 
the  same  of  delivering  ancient  races  long  submerged  under 
the  stagnant  waters  of  Turkish  misrule.  The  classical  and 
literary  education  that  then  moulded  and  inspired  the  English 
mind  had  power  to  make  men  sympathise  with  Greece  and 
Italy,  more  even  than  Christianity  had  power  to  make  them 
sympathise  with  the  Balkan  Christians.  It  is  significant  of 
much  that  in  the  seventeenth  century  members  of  Parliament 
quoted  from  the  Bible  ;  in  the  eighteenth  and  nineteenth 
centuries  from  the  classics  ;  in  the  twentieth  century  from 
nothing  at  all. 
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For  five  years  England  had  been  guided  by  the  genius  of 
Canning,  and  seldom  have  so  much  brilliancy  and  so  much 
wisdom  combined  to  produce  such  happy  results.  The  con¬ 
stitutional  medium  through  which  that  genius  worked  was  the 
loyal  friendship  of  the  Prime  Minister,  Lord  Liverpool,  one 
of  those  statesmen  whose  chief  art  is  to  hold  together  Cabinets 
of  imperious  and  discordant  colleagues.  Formerly  he  had 
been  under  the  influence  of  Castlereagh,  but  he  had  since 
passed  under  the  spell  of  Canning,  and  had  more  than  once 
been  of  service  to  him  by  persuading  Lord  Eldon  and  the 
Duke  to  remain  in  office,  though  they  objected  to  the  whole 
current  of  the  government  policy.  But  in  February  1827  a 
paralytic  stroke  removed  the  Prime  Minister  from  the  poli¬ 
tical  scene.  The  Tory  party  could  no  longer  avoid  choosing 
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between  Canning  and  Wellington,  for  neither  could  possibly 
serve  under  the  other.  Though  George  IV  had  lately  in¬ 
trigued  to  get  rid  of  Canning,  he  now  felt  his  mastery  and  had 
no  resource  but  to  call  him  to  the  head  of  affairs.  Wellington, 
Eldon  and  Peel  left  the  Cabinet. 

Canning  was  dying,  and  he  knew  it.  But  like  his  master 
before  him,  he  rallied  his  failing  energies  to  serve  his  country 
in  the  crisis  that  was  upon  her.  He  formed  a  Cabinet  of  his 
own  followers:  Huskisson  stood  by  him,  and  Palmerston, 
whose  cynical  common  sense  began  to  read  failure  in  the  pro¬ 
gramme  of  what  he  called  4  the  stupid  old  Tory  party.’  Can¬ 
ning  also  gave  a  few  minor  places  to  Whigs,  since  he  would 
have  to  eke  out  a  majority  by  the  help  of  Whig  votes  in  the 
Commons.  The  group  system  had  replaced  two-party  poli¬ 
tics,  which  only  the  Reform  Bill  was  destined  to  revive.  For 
the  moment  the  Whigs  were  as  much  divided  as  the  Tories. 
But  whereas  the  Tories  were  divided  on  questions  of  policy 
which  time  would  render  more  acute,  the  Whigs  were  split 
on  a  question  of  tactics  which  Canning’s  death  was  certain  to 
resolve. 

Lord  Lansdowne  and  Lord  Holland,  Lord  Durham  and 
Henry  Brougham,  and  the  bulk  of  the  Whigs,  young  and  old, 
supported  Canning  out  of  grati  tude  for  what  he  had  done  and 
to  prevent  a  Wellingtonian  reaction  at  home  and  abroad.  But 
Lord  Grey  and  his  young  lieutenant,  Lord  Althorp,  the  most 
popular  man  in  the  House  of  Commons,  both  refused  to  sanc¬ 
tion  the  coalition.  Grey  was  partly  influenced  by  that  distrust 
of  Canning  as  an  ‘  adventurer,’  which  was  traditional  among 
the  elder  statesmen  on  either  side,  but  which  none  of  the 
younger  men  could  understand.  With  more  reason,  Grey 
complained  that  Canning  had  received  the  support  of  the 
Whigs  without  making  the  smallest  concession,  even  on  those 
points  where  he  agreed  with  them  like  Catholic  Emancipation. 
That  great  question  was  still  to  be  left  on  the  shelf,  while  the 
Government  would  actively  oppose  the  abolition  of  the  Test 
Act,  still  more  any  measure  of  Parliamentary  Reform. 

The  instinct  of  Grey  and  Althorp  against  merging  the 
Foxite  tradition  on  these  terms  in  the  Canningite  branch  of 
Toryism,  was  perhaps  justified  by  the  fact  that  three  years 
later  the  Canningite  Tories  came  and  merged  themselves  in 
the  Whig  party  and  so  enabled  the  Reform.  Bill  to  be  carried. 
Canning  himself  was  to  the  very  last  as  illogically  in  love  with 
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the  rotten  boroughs  as  the  other  great  liberal  Tory,  Peel ;  and 
he  had  ten  times  Peel’s  popularity  at  that  time.  If,  therefore, 
the  Whigs  had  accepted  Canning  as  Liberal  leader,  and  if  he 
had  lived,  there  would  have  been  no  Reform  Bill.  His  death, 
like  the  last  wonderful  five  years  of  his  life,  takes  its  place  in 
a  series  of  strokes  of  destiny  which  cleared  the  way  for  the 
peaceful  emergence  of  the  new  order. 

Canning  died  on  August  8,  1827,  in  the  house  at  Chis¬ 
wick  where  Fox  had  passed  away.  There  had  been  no  time 
for  his  Ministry  to  be  tested  in  practice,  but  by  the  fact  of  its 
formation  the  Canningites  had  been  marked  off  as  a  distinct 
group,  opposed  to  the  High  Tory  party.  After  a  brief 
attempt  by  the  incapable  ‘  goody  Goderich  ’  to  construct  a 
Canningite  Government  without  Canning,  Wellington  came 
Jan.  back  to  form  a  Ministry,  nominally  of  Tory  reunion.  But 
1828  tjme  for  reunion  had  gone  by.  Perpetual  friction  in  the 
Cabinet  was  too  much  for  the  patience  of  the  Duke,  who  was 
no  Liverpool.  He  brusquely  seized  an  opportunity  to  get  rid 
May  of  the  Canningites,  when  their  leader  Huskisson  made  an 
1828  offer  of  resignation  not  seriously  meaning  to  be  taken  at  his 
word. 

By  this  proceeding,  more  soldierly  than  politic,  the  Duke 
condemned  himself  to  govern  Great  Britain  and  Ireland 
through  the  agency  of  the  High  Tories  alone.  He  had  not 
calculated  what  that  might  imply.  As  soon  as  he  had  purged 
his  administration  of  nearly  every  man  who  believed  in 
Catholic  Emancipation,  he  found  himself  suddenly  compelled 
to  emancipate  the  Catholics. 

The  political  history  of  this  period  is  bewildering  to  the 
student,  and  rich  in  paradoxical  happenings,  because,  while 
the  old  parties  are  breaking  up,  ‘  the  spirit  of  the  age,’  and  the 
constant  pressure  of  the  unenfranchised  from  without,  over¬ 
whelm  from  day  to  day  the  policies  of  the  nominal  holders  of 
power.  The  scene  has  all  the  confused  inconsequence  of  a 
great  military  retreat,  when  no  one  knows  what  anyone  else 
is  doing,  and  positions  are  taken  up  only  to  be  abandoned. 
Whereas  Canning,  the  year  before,  had  thought  it  necessary 
to  pledge  his  Cabinet  to  prevent  the  repeal  of  the  Test  Act  and 
to  leave  Catholic  Emancipation  alone,  fifteen  months  after  the 
Duke  took  office  both  relieving  Bills  had  become  law  under  the 
aegis  of  an  ultra-Tory  Ministry. 

Lord  John  Russell’s  Bill  to  repeal  the  Test  and  Corpora- 
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tion  Acts,  which  prohibited  Dissenters  from  holding  National 
or  Municipal  Offipe,  passed  the  Commons  by  so  great  a 
majority  that  Peel  and  Wellington  thought  it  wise  not  to 
oppose  it,  and  even  negotiated  its  passage  through  the  Upper 
House.  The  blow  to  the  spirit  of  Church  ascendancy  was 
theoretic  and  moral,  for  in  practice  a  yearly  Indemnity  Bill 
had  been  passed  to  pardon  any  Dissenters  who  had  broken  the 
law  by  taking  office,  and  a  wholesale  reform  of  Parliamentary 
and  Municipal  representation  would  be  needed  before  the 
Church  monopoly  could  be  seriously  affected  and  Noncon¬ 
formists  obtain  a  share  of  power  at  all  commensurate  with 
their  rapidly  increasing  numbers,  wealth  and  influence. 

The  Repeal  of  the  Test  Act  had  been  accepted  with  a  good 
grace,  largely  owing  to  the  moderation  which  the  bishops 
had  shown  at  Peel’s  instance.  But  the  admission  of  Roman 
Catholics  to  Parliament  would  be  a  far  more  serious  blow  to 
the  feelings  of  ‘  the  Protestant  and  High  Church  party,’  as 
the  Tories  were  called  in  those  days  before  the  Oxford  move¬ 
ment.  ‘  No  Popery  ’  was  the  one  thing  that  still  gave  them 
popularity  with  large  sections  of  the  public.  Yet  Peel  and 
Wellington  in  1829  not  only  abandoned  the  policy  in  the  faith 
of  which  they  had  been  bred,  and  in  vindicating  which  they 
had  risen  to  power  against  all  rivals,  but  they  outraged  all  the 
precedents  and  expectations  of  party  loyalty  by  themselves  as 
Ministers  forcing  Catholic  Emancipation  through  Parliament. 
Right  or  wrong,  it  was  a  course  which  only  two  very  strong 
and  disinterested  men  would  have  taken.  Nothing  that 
could  have  happened  inside  this  island  could  ever  have  induced 
them  to  adopt  it.  It  was  dictated  to  them  by  the  belief  that 
no  one  else  could  win  the  consent  of  the  King  and  the  Lords  to 
Emancipation,  and  that  only  if  Emancipation  were  actually 
passed  could  England  avoid  the  shame  and  danger  of  a  civil 
war  in  Ireland. 

Pitt’s  policy,  or  rather  the  policy  which  George  III  and 
the  Tories  had  forced  upon  Pitt’s  weakness,  had  done  every¬ 
thing  to  exasperate  and  nothing  to  reconcile  Irish  opinion.1 
The  Union,  unaccompanied  by  Catholic  Emancipation,  ex¬ 
tinguished  the  last  hopes  of  Grattan,  the  great  Protestant 
statesman  who  had  shown  England  the  way  to  solve  the  Irish 
question  before  it  was  too  late.  ‘  The  Irish  Demosthenes,’ 

1  Pp.  103-104,  above. 
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as  a  broken-hearted  exile,  won  a  kind  of  posthumous  reputa¬ 
tion  in  the  alien  Parliament  to  which  he  had  been  led  captive 
by  the  Act  of  Union.  He  lived  till  1820,  but  during  the  last 
twenty  years  of  his  life  he  knew  that  his  day  was  over.  The 
forces  through  which  he  had  sought  the  reconciliation  of 
creeds  and  races  were  played  out — the  religious  toleration 
and  indifferentism  of  eighteenth-century  thought  had  been 
succeeded  in  Ireland  by  Orange  and  Catholic  fanaticism,  and 
in  England  by  an  Evangelical  propaganda  against  the  Popish 
danger,  which  had  spread  from  the  mob  to  the  rulers  of 
Church  and  State. 

The  man  who  in  the  early  years  of  the  new  century  stepped 
into  Grattan’s  place  as  Irish  leader  was  a  very  different  man, 
appealing  to  very  different  forces.  Grattan,  a  Protestant,  had 
appealed  to  the  patience  of  Irish  Catholics,  to  the  wisdom 
and  generosity  of  Irish  and  English  Protestants.  O’Connell, 
a  Catholic,  appealed  to  his  own  people  to  close  their  ranks  and 
to  extort  through  fear  what  had  been  denied  to  justice. 

The  Irish  peasant  democracy  had  lain  crushed  and  dormant 
during  the  eighteenth  century,  until  in  the  last  decade  spas¬ 
modic  local  convulsions  had  shown  that  it  was  about  to  awake. 
O’Connell  aroused  and  organised  its  religious  and  social 
passions.  British  statesmen,  both  Whig  and  Tory,  complained 
of  this  as  a  crime,  but  nothing  less  formidable  would  have 
gained  attention  for  Irish  wrongs  in  the  island  to  which  Pitt 
had  moved  the  Irish  justice-seat. 

Though  compelled  to  adopt  methods  of  agitation,  O’Con¬ 
nell  was  a  man  of  peace  and  order,  desiring  to  reconcile  England 
and  Ireland  within  the  bounds  of  the  Empire  and  by  constitu¬ 
tional  means.  But  he  knew  that  the  terms  of  reconciliation 
would  have  to  be  extorted.  He  proposed  to  extort  them,  not 
by  the  spasmodic  violence  which  was  the  usual  resort  of  each 
village  when  left  to  itself,  but  by  organising  the  national  will 
through  a  machinery  which  he  himself  devised.  The  Catholic 
Association,  founded  in  1823,  became  nothing  less  than  a  regi¬ 
mentation  of  Catholic  Ireland,  under  the  priests  as  officers,  with 
O’Connell  as  Commander-in-Chief.  Though  everyone  in  secu¬ 
lar  authority  was  outside  the  movement  and  hostile  to  it,  the 
unanimity  of  the  people  was  terrible.  Such  unanimity  is  seldom 
found,  except  where  the  national  life  is  comprised  in  a  single 
class  of  ill-educated  peasants,  in  whom  the  instincts  of  herd 
morality  have  been  fortified  by  centuries  of  oppression. 
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English  policy  had  indeed  removed  all  the  intermediary 
classes  which  usually  form  a  bridge  between  an  unpopular 
government  and  its  discontented  subjects.  The  whole 
official  class  by  law  had  to  belong  to  an  alien  religion,  and  by 
tradition  had  alien  sympathies  in  almost  every  respect.  The 
landlords,  the  natural  leaders  of  a  rural  community,  were 
nearly  all  of  them  Protestants,  mostly  holding  their  possessions 
as  a  foreign  garrison  intruded  in  the  place  of  the  native  owners 
by  the  sword  of  Cromwell  and  of  William. 

Nor  did  the  position  of  the  Irish  landlord  among  his 
tenantry  resemble  that  of  the  English  landlord  in  economic 
any  more  than  in  religious  and  political  matters.  The  typical 
Irish  landlord  had  never  been  an  ‘  improver.’  He  did  nothing 
for  his  estate.  He  neither  built  nor  repaired  the  cabins,  sheds 
or  fences  of  his  tenantry.  He  was  simply  a  consumer  of 
rack-rent.  Except  in  certain  districts  of  Ulster,  the  tenant 
had  no  customary  *  right.’  There  was  no  class  of  big  farmer 
growing  up  as  in  England,  to  govern  the  rural  proletariat  in 
his  own  and  the  landlord’s  interest.  On  the  contrary,  the 
farms  in  Ireland  were  getting  smaller,  in  the  eighteenth  century, 
by  subdivision  into  potato  patches  of  half  an  acre  each.  This 
encouraged  the  population  to  increase,  without  reference  to  the 
real  productive  power  of  the  soil  or  the  reliability  of  the  potato 
crop.  The  result  was  periodic  famine.  Before  the  great  famine 
of  1 846  and  the  subsequent  emigration  to  America,  there  were 
more  than  eight  millions  of  people  in  Ireland,  nearly  twice  as 
many  as  are  now  supported  by  much  improved  agricultural 
methods. 

One  of  the  arguments  that  had  been  advanced  in  favour  of 
the  Union  of  1800,  had  been  that  British  capital  would  be 
attracted  to  Ireland.  This  hope  had  not  been  fulfilled.  And 
during  the  half-century  between  the  U  nion  and  the  famine  era, 
the  British  Parliament,  which  had  undertaken  the  duties  of  its 
Dublin  predecessor  with  so  light  a  heart,  entirely  neglected  the 
economic  aspect  of  its  new  functions.  The  government  was 
content  to  apply  rigorously  the  English  land  laws  to  totally 
different  economic  and  social  conditions.  It  did  nothing  to 
develop  the  economic  resources  of  the  country,  or  to  fight 
poverty  and  over-population  by  any  expedient,  other  than  that 
of  supporting  by  military  force  the  wholesale  evictions  ordained 
by  landlords  anxious  to  clear  their  estates. 

Such  was  the  state  of  affairs  in  Ireland  during  the  period 
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of  O’Connell’s  influence.  The  evicted  had  not  even  the  pro¬ 
vision  of  the  English  poor  law  to  save  them  from  starvation. 
Meanwhile,  as  it  were  to  emphasise  the  connection  of  religion 
with  these  evils,  the  peasant  had  to  pay  a  tithe  of  his  produce  to 
the  minister  of  a  religion  that  he  regarded  as  heretical.  Till 
O’Connell  arose,  agrarian  crime  was  the  only  form  of  protest. 
It  led  to  the  ‘  proclaiming  ’  of  districts  and  the  maintenance 
of  order  by  an  army  larger  than  that  which  garrisoned  India. 

Yet  even  under  such  conditions  a  kind  of  feudal  loyalty 
attached  many  of  the  Catholic  peasants  to  those  of  their  Protes¬ 
tant  landlords  who  were  not  absentees,  and  who  had  acquired 
the  careless  good  nature  of  old  Irish  society.  At  any  rate  no 
one  had  dreamt  of  tenants  voting  against  their  landlords  at 
election  time,  until  O’Connell  determined  to  use  the  strength 
of  the  Catholic  Association  to  show  once  for  all  that  political 
control  of  the  peasant  had  passed  from  the  landlord  to  the 
priest.  In  1828  Vesey-Fitzgerald  was  seeking  re-election 
for  the  county  of  Clare.  He  was  one  of  the  most  popular 
landlords  in  Ireland  and  he  had  voted  for  Catholic  Emancipa¬ 
tion.  But  O’Connell  stood  against  him,  the  peasants  marched 
to  the  poll  with  the  priests  at  their  head  and  the  day  was 
carried  against  the  whole  landlord  influence  of  the  county. 
A  peculiar  and  powerful  blend  of  clericalism  and  democracy 
had  destroyed  feudalism  in  Ireland. 

O’Connell’s  election  was  legal,  but  as  he  was  a  Catholic 
the  law  prevented  him  from  taking  his  seat.  That  was  the 
situation  which  convinced  Peel  and  Wellington  that  Catholics 
1829  must  be  admitted  to  Parliament.  By  passing  Catholic  Eman¬ 
cipation  they  averted  the  danger  of  civil  war.  But  though 
for  this  limited  purpose  they  had  the  moral  courage  to  sacri¬ 
fice  their  party’s  welfare  and  their  own  consistency,  they  were 
not  magnanimous  enough  to  do  it  with  grace  and  so  turn 
it  into  an  act  of  reconciliation.  They  seemed  determined  to 
show  that  it  had  been  extorted,  which  was  exactly  the  im¬ 
pression  they  should  have  striven  to  remove.  Insults  were 
heaped  upon  O’Connell  in  the  hour  of  his  triumph.  He  was 
forced  to  seek  re-election  on  the  paltry  ground  that  his  election, 
though  legal,  had  taken  place  before  the  passage  of  Catholic 
Emancipation.  When  the  first  Catholic  barristers  obtained 
silk  under  the  new  Act,  O’Connell  was  passed  over,  possibly 
on  the  ground  that  ‘  the  whale  is  left  out  from  the  fishes  in  a 
Natural  History  Museum.’  The  liberator  was  a  generous 
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and  kindly  man,  but  he  felt  his  treatment  bitterly;  he  said  of 
Peel  words  that  nq  one  but  an  Irishman  would  have  found, 

‘  His  smile  was  like  the  silver  plate  on  a  coffin.’ 

No  Catholic  was  promoted  to  the  Bench,  and  everything 
was  done  to  show  that  the  new  law  did  not  mean  a  change  of 
system  in  Ireland,  and  that  the  national  leaders  were  not  in 
fact  to  be  admitted  to  a  share  of  power.  But  the  new  law  en¬ 
abled  O’Connell  to  gather  a  number  of  followers  in  the  House 
of  Commons,  who  henceforth  exerted  a  direct  and  disturbing 
influence  on  British  politics.  Ireland  was  no  nearer  than 
before  to  self-government,  but  she  had  obtained  some  real 
representation  at  Westminster. 

By  passing  Catholic  Emancipation  the  Duke  had  alienated 
from  his  person  and  government  the  very  elements  on  which 
he  could  best  have  relied  to  hold  the  fort  against  the  coming 
Liberal  assault.  Old  Lord  Eldon,  the  Oxford  dons,  the 
country  parsons,  and  the  more  old-fashioned  squires  raged 
against  the  King’s  government  and  the  victor  of  Waterloo, 
with  the  fury  of  men  betrayed.  Not  till  they  had  pulled  down 
Wellington  and  put  Lord  Grey  into  Downing  Street  did  the 
High  Tories  feel  that  they  had  been  avenged.  The  Ministry 
of  Tory  reunion  had  taken  just  a  year  in  breaking  up  the  party 
into  three  mutually  hostile  sections  of  Canningites,  Minis¬ 
terialists  and  Eldonians.  The  Duke,  who  had  driven  the  Can¬ 
ningites  into  opposition  in  1828,  showed  as  much  contempt 
in  1829  for  the  indignation  of  the  squires  and  parsons  as  he 
showed  in  1830  for  the  demand  of  the  *  middle  and  industrious 
classes  ’  for  Reform.  With  his  soldier’s  mind  and  his  strictly 
administrative  way  of  dealing  with  political  problems  and 
forces,  he  unwittingly  cleared  the  ground  for  the  revival  of 
the  Whigs  and  for  the  passage  of  a  much  larger  measure 
of  Reform  than  had  seemed  remotely  possible  at  the  time 
of  Canning’s  last  illness. 

In  September  18  30  the  Duke  attended  the  opening  of  the 
Manchester  and  Liverpool  Railway.  He  was  little  suited  to 
grasp  the  significance  of  the  occasion,  for  he  disliked  inven¬ 
tions  ;  it  was  largely  due  to  his  lifelong  conservatism  in  this 
respect  that  British  troops  went  to  the  Crimea  armed  with 
weapons  precisely  similar  to  those  which  had  been  used  at 
Waterloo.  Huskisson  was  also  present,  as  behoved  the 
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member  for  Liverpool  who  had  warmly  supported  the  line  in 
Parliament.  Lie  stepped  out  of  the  train  on  to  the  rails,  to 
shake  hands  with  the  Duke  whom  he  had  not  seen  since 
their  quarrel  two  years  before;  not  realising  in  time  the  danger 
of  his  proceedings,  he  was  knocked  down  by  one  of  George 
Stephenson’s  engines.  The  dying  statesman  was  taken  up  and 
carried  away  at  the  pace  of  thirty-six  miles  an  hour,  although 
when  Stephenson  had  given  evidence  before  the  House  of 
Commons,  members  had  thought  him  crazy  for  claiming  that 
one-third  of  that  pace  would  be  possible. 

The  events  of  this  day,  so  tragic  in  depriving  the  country 
of  Huskisson’s  services,1  proclaimed  to  all  the  world  the  advent 
through  steam  locomotion  of  a  new  economic  era.  Steam¬ 
ships  were  already  beginning  to  ply  the  waters.  But  this  day 
registered  the  conquest  of  the  land.  For  thirty  years  past, 
inventors  had  been  working  at  the  idea  of  using  steam  for  trac¬ 
tion,  as  it  had  already  been  used  for  pumping  mines  and  turn¬ 
ing  machinery.  At  first  it  had  seemed  that  the  ‘  steam  coach  ’ 
would  use  the  macadamised  highways  of  the  country  without 
need  of  rails.  Several  of  these  primeval  motors  made  experi¬ 
mental  journeys  along  English  roads  during  the  Napoleonic 
wars.  But  they  went  no  faster  than  waggon-horses  and  could 
only  draw  a  twentieth  of  their  own  weight.  The  issue  was 
decided  when  the  mining  industry,  already  accustomed  to  the 
use  of  rails  to  enable  horses  to  drag  heavily  weighted  coal 
trucks,  employed  the  genius  of  George  Stephenson  of  Tyneside 
gradually  to  perfect  a  steam-engine  that  gave  the  supremacy 
to  the  rail  over  the  road.  In  our  own  day  the  coming  of 
petrol  has  renewed  the  rivalry  of  road  with  rail. 

The  connection  of  this  new  development  with  politics  was 
felt  by  contemporaries  both  on  its  material  and  its  symbolic 
side.  Archibald  Prentice,  a  typical  Manchester  man  of  the 
time,  active  in  all  that  caused  his  city  to  arrogate  to  itself  the 
leadership  of  England,  thus  writes  of  the  day  of  Huskisson’s 
accident: 

‘  The  opening  of  the  Manchester  and  Liverpool  Railway 
was  one  of  the  events  of  1830,  which  was  not  without  its 
influence,  in  future  days,  on  the  progress  of  public  opinion. 

1  Huskisson  was  in  negotiation  with  the  Whig  chiefs,  and  would,  if  he 
had  lived,  almost  certainly  have  joined  Grey’s  Ministry.  Like  the  other  sur¬ 
viving  followers  of  Canning,  he  had  become  a  moderate  reformer  ;  whether 
he  would,  like  them,  have  accepted  the  whole  Reform  Bill  with  a  gulp,  no 
one  can  say. 
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The  anti-corn  law  agitation  was  wonderfully  forwarded  by 
quick  railway  travelling  and  the  penny  postage.  Even  in 
1830  the  railway  promoted  the  cause  of  Reform.  It  was  an 
innovation  on  the  old  ways  of  travelling,  and  a  successful  one  ; 
and  people  thought  that  something  like  this  achievement  in 
constructive  and  mechanical  science  might  be  effected  in  poli¬ 
tical  science.  It  brought,  besides,  a  little  proprietary  borough, 
which  nobody  had  ever  seen  before,  into  full  view.  I  recollect 
when  passing  over  it  for  the  first  time,  I  said  to  a  friend — 
“  Parliamentary  Reform  must  follow  soon  after  the  opening 
of  this  road.  A  million  of  persons  will  pass  over  it  in  the 
course  of  this  year,  and  see  that  hitherto  unseen  village  of 
Newton  ;  and  they  must  be  convinced  of  the  absurdity  of  its 
sending  two  members  to  Parliament,  whilst  Manchester  sends 
none.”  ’ 

It  was  certainly  a  strange  coincidence  that  one  out  of  the 
half-dozen  rotten  boroughs  which  was  all  that  the  northern 
half  of  England  possessed,  should  have  lain  plumb  on  the  new 
line  from  Liverpool  to  Manchester.  But  with  or  v/ithout  the 
sight  of  Newton  to  stir  the  indignation  of  the  cotton-lords  and 
their  bagmen,  a  mere  thirty  miles  of  railway  could  at  best  be 
no  more  than  an  additional  argument  for  reform.  Stephenson 
may  perhaps  be  said  to  have  abolished  the  Corn  Laws  in  ’forty- 
six,  but  in  that  case  Watt  and  Macadam  passed  the  Reform 
Bill  of  ’thirty-two. 


A  new  institution,  highly  characteristic  of  the  new  age, 
and  of  Henry  Brougham’s  multifarious  activities  as  the  in¬ 
formal  leader  of  ‘  opposition  ’  and  progress  in  the  country, 
was  the  foundation  under  his  auspices  of  University  College, 
London, — the  ‘  godless  institution  in  Gower  Street.’  Non¬ 
conformists  and  secularists,  excluded  from  Oxford  and  Cam¬ 
bridge,  had  drawn  together  to  found  an  undenominational 
teaching  centre  on  the  basis  of  keeping  theology  out  of  the 
curriculum,  and  having  no  religious  tests  for  teachers  or  taught. 
The  tendency  of  the  embryo  university  was  towards  modern 
studies,  including  science.  An  exclusively  classical  curricu¬ 
lum  was  identified  in  men’s  minds  with  the  close  educational 
establishments  of  the  Church  and  State  party.  ‘  Utility  ’  ap¬ 
pealed  more  to  the  unprivileged  city  population.  It  was  an 
educational  event  of  the  first  importance,  but  at  the  time  its 
real  significance  was  lost  in  sectarian  and  partisan  recrimination, 
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and  not  a  little  good-humoured  satire  of  Brougham  and  his 
*  Cockney  College.’ 

Next  year  the  Church  followed  suit,  and  founded  in 
rivalry  King’s  College  in  the  Strand,  as  another  non-residential 
college,  teaching  on  modern  lines.  In  1836  the  two  rivals 
were  formed  into  the  federal  University  of  London.  In  the 
last  twenty  years  of  the  century,  when  new  Universities  were 
founded  up  and  down  the  country  in  the  great  industrial 
centres,  it  was  not  Oxford  and  Cambridge  that  served  as 
model,  but  London,  with  its  non-residential  colleges  and 
degrees  for  women.1 


CHAPTER  XIV 

Wellington,  the  Whigs  and  the  Nation— French  and  Belgian  revolutions — 
The  Grey  Ministry  formed — The  Reform  Bill. 

The  genius  of  the  English  people  for  politics  was  faced  by  new 
problems  arising  out  of  those  which  it  had  solved  of  old.  The 
age  of  the  Tudors  had  seen  the  destruction  of  the  mediaeval 
privileges  of  Church  and  Baronage,  that  had  prevented  the 
unity  and  progress  of  the  nation ;  in  their  place  the  full 
sovereignty  of  the  Crown  in  Parliament  had  been  established. 
Under  the  Stuarts,  Parliament  had  won  the  supremacy  in  its 
partnership  with  the  Crown,  while  the  principle  of  local  govern¬ 
ment  had  been  preserved  against  despotic  encroachment.  In 
the  eighteenth  century,  Parliament  had  acquired  executive 
efficiency  through  the  Cabinet  system.  These  institutions 
were  England’s  unique  and  native  heritage.  But  they  were 
administered  by  a  privileged  group  of  borough  owners,  magis¬ 
trates  and  members  of  close  corporations,  roughly  identified 
in  sympathy  with  the  country  gentlemen,  but  not  co-extensive 
even  with  that  class.  This  group  had  by  long  possession 
come  to  regard  their  own  monopoly  as  synonymous  with  the 
Constitution  itself.  To  speak  ill  of  the  rotten  boroughs  and 
close  corporations  was  to  utter  ‘  seditious  ’  words  against  our 
‘  matchless  Constitution.’  But  in  spite  of  Lord  Eldon  and 
those  who  thought  with  him,  Parliament,  Cabinet  and  local 
government  had  been  created  by  England’s  practical  imagina- 


1  In  1878  London  admitted  women  to  degrees  on  the  same  terms  as  men 
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tion  in  the  past,  and  had  now  by  a  fresh  creative  process  to 
be  adapted  to  the  needs  of  a  new  type  of  society  born  of  the 
Industrial  Revolution.  The  process  of  adaptation  would  be 
complicated,  and  would  never  reach  ‘  finality,’  because  this 
new  type  of  society  was  by  its  nature  predestined  to  undergo 
perpetual  change.  It  further  remained  to  be  proved  whether 
the  old  institutions,  remodelled,  could  be  used  to  cure  the 
new  economic  miseries  of  the  mass  of  the  people,  a  task  far 
more  difficult  than  any  that  had  been  thrown  on  King,  Parlia¬ 
ment  or  local  magistracy  in  old  days.  And,  lastly,  England 
would  have  to  extend  the  principles  of  her  revised  Constitu¬ 
tion  to  Scotland,  to  the  Colonies  and  to  Ireland, — a  scale  of 
ascending  difficulty. 

The  spirit  of  the  new  age  in  face  of  these  new  problems, 
formulated  in  theory  by  Bentham,  was  first  manifested  in 
Government  action  by  the  Liberal-Tories  in  Canning’s  day. 

But  the  monopoly  of  power  had  still  been  strictly  preserved. 

To  the  Whigs  between  1830  and  1835  belongs  the  credit  of 
destroying  the  monopoly,  reinterpreting  the  Constitution, 
and  harnessing  public  opinion  to  the  machine  of  government. 
Whatever  some  of  the  Whigs  might  say  about  the  *  finality  ’ 
of  their  Bill,  this  new  principle,  when  once  admitted,  could 
brook  no  limitation  until  complete  democracy  had  been  realised 
under  old  English  forms.  On  the  other  hand  the  belief  of  the 
anti-Reform  Tories  that  the  Reform  Bill  would  lead  at  once 
to  the  overthrow  of  Crown  and  Lords,  Church  and  property, 
was  the  exact  reverse  of  the  truth.  It  was  due  to  the  Bill  that 
England  was  not  involved  in  the  vicious  circle  of  continental 
revolution  and  reaction,  and  that  our  political  life  kept  its 
Anglo-Saxon  moorings. 

Both  the  Liberal-Tories  in  Canning’s  day,  and  the  Whig 
followers  of  Grey  and  Althorp,  were  acting  under  the  direct 
inspiration  of  middle-class  opinion,  and  under  compelling 
fear  of  working-class  revolt. 

It  has  been  pointed  out  above  1  that  the  movement  of  1817-19 
Parliamentary  Reform  was  revived  in  the  nineteenth  century 
first  of  all  by  the  working-men,  because  their  economic  misery 
was  the  most  acute.  The  middle  classes  had  been  divided 
or  indifferent  during  the  radical  agitation  of  the  Peterloo  time. 

The  Whigs,  meanwhile,  to  prevent  division  in  their  own  ranks, 
waited  on  the  middle-class  lead,  Lord  Grey  always  abiding  by 

1  Pp.  185-186,  above. 
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his  declaration  of  1810  that  he  would  again  move  for  Reform 
when,  but  only  when,  the  English  people  had  taken  it  up 
‘  seriously  and  affectionately.’  In  the  year  1830  he  saw  his 
condition  fulfilled.  The  middle  classes,  in  whom  he  read 
public  opinion,  took  up  Reform  ‘  seriously  and  affectionately  ’  ; 
whereupon,  greatly  to  the  surprise  of  friends  and  foes,  the  old 
nobleman  was  as  good  as  his  word. 

There  were  many  reasons  why  the  middle  classes  moved 
1827-30  rapidly  towards  Parliamentary  Reform  in  the  three  years 
following  Canning’s  death.  The  removal  of  the  statesman 
whom  so  many  had  begun  to  regard  as  the  national  leader, 
threw  them  back  into  their  former  attitude  of  opposition  to 
Government,  and  the  reversal  of  his  foreign  policy  by  Welling¬ 
ton  was  a  sharp  reminder  that  only  Parliamentary  Reform 
could  secure  that  national  affairs  should  be  continuously 
guided  on  popular  lines. 

Meanwhile  any  avenue  of  escape  through  *  bit  by  bit  ’ 
reform  was  closed  by  the  action  of  the  Parliamentary  Tories 
in  1828,  when  they  refused  to  allow  the  seats  of  certain 
boroughs  disfranchised  for  peculiarly  gross  corruption  to  be 
given  to  the  unrepresented  cities  of  Manchester  and  Birming¬ 
ham.  It  was  on  that  issue  that  Huskisson,  Palmerston  and 
Melbourne  had  left  Wellington’s  Ministry,  and  the  event  made 
a  deep  impression  on  public  opinion. 

In  January  1830  Thomas  Attwood  founded  the  Birming¬ 
ham  Political  Union,  to  agitate  for  a  large  but  undefined 
measure  of  Parliamentary  Reform.  It  was,  professedly  and 
actually,  a  union  of  middle  and  working  classes  ;  it  was  the 
first  step  towards  their  co-operation  in  Radical  politics  which 
marked  the  Victorian  era.  In  other  industrial  centres,  such 
as  Manchester,  it  was  more  difficult  for  employers  and  work¬ 
men  to  co-operate,  though  both  were  now  avowed  enemies  of 
the  ‘  borough-mongers.’ 

Bad  trade  and  hard  times  had  returned.  Common 
economic  misery  sharpened  the  sense  of  common  political 
wrongs,  and  predisposed  the  whole  nation  to  unite  in  the 
demand  for  Reform.  In  1830  Cobbett  enjoyed  a  second 
period  of  great  popular  influence,  which  he  used  as  he  had 
used  his  popularity  in  1817,  to  turn  all  streams  of  discontent 
into  the  one  channel  of  Parliamentary  Reform.  But  whereas 
in  1817  he  had  been  the  leader  of  the  working  class  alone,  he 
found  in  1830  that  even  the  farmers  thronged  to  hear  him 
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speak,  as  he  rode  on  his  cob  from  one  market-town  to  another. 
Radicalism  had  become  for  the  moment  almost  a  national 
creed. 

There  were  differences  of  opinion  as  to  the  economic 
cure  for  the  distress  of  the  time.  Some,  like  Attwood,  saw 
it  in  currency  reform  ;  more,  like  Cobbett,  in  retrenchment  ; 
others  in  Free  Trade  ;  others  in  Factory  Acts  or  in  Socialism. 
But  all  were  agreed  that  reform  of  Parliament  was  the  neces¬ 
sary  first  step  before  anything  effective  could  be  done. 

The  greatest  danger  to  the  cause  of  Reform  arose  from 
dissension  as  to  what  the  new  franchise  ought  to  be.  Some 
claimed  household  suffrage,  others  desired  government  by 
‘  the  solid  and  respectable  part  of  the  community.’  But  the 
rallying  cry  of  ‘  Down  with  the  rotten  boroughs  ’  served  to 
harmonise  these  discords.  Every  class  that  was  hoping  to 
exert  greater  influence  over  Parliament  was  enraged  that  more 
than  half  the  House  of  Commons  owed  their  seats  to  individual 
peers  or  commoners.  The  borough  owners,  who  for  genera¬ 
tions  back  had  pulled  the  strings  of  ministerial  favour  and 
lived  on  the  fat  of  patronage, — they  and  their  kinsmen  and 
their  servants, — suddenly  found  themselves  objects  of  uni¬ 
versal  execration,  and  the  ‘  borough  property  ’  which  they  had 
inherited  or  purchased  denounced  as  having  been  stolen  from 
the  nation.  The  cry  against  the  ‘  borough-mongers  ’  rose 
on  every  side.  Capitalists,  clerks,  shopkeepers,  besides  that 
great  majority  of  the  inhabitants  who  were  comprised  under 
the  two  categories  of  working-men  and  Dissenters,  all  were 
talking  against  ‘  Old  Corruption.’  The  very  ostlers  and  pub¬ 
licans  entered  into  the  spirit  of  the  hour.  Even  country 
gentlemen  who  did  not  happen  to  have  an  ‘  interest  ’  in  a 
borough,  began  to  think  that  they  would  like  to  see  a  fairer 
proportion  of  county  members  in  the  House,  honestly  chosen 
by  themselves  and  their  farmers.  The  only  class  that  re¬ 
mained  solid  for  the  old  system  was  the  Church  clergy,  who 
were  so  conscious  of  unpopularity  that  they  believed  Reform 
would  lead  to  the  destruction  of  the  Establishment. 

Into  the  midst  of  a  society  thus  agitated  came  the  news  of 
the  Paris  revolution  of  1830,  the  ‘glorious  days  of  July.’ 
Charles  X  and  his  minister  Polignac  had  provoked  their  own 
downfall  by  illegally  suspending  the  Constitution.  Although 
the  fighting  on  the  barricades  had  been  done  by  the  workmen, 
the  movement  was  not  permitted  to  turn  *  red,’  but  solidified 
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round  Lafayette,  the  National  Guard  and  the  bourgeois  King, 
Louis  Philippe.  The  noblesse  and  the  Clericals  had  fallen  once 
more,  but  property  was  safe.  These  events  could  not,  like  the 
French  Revolutions  of  1792  and  1848,  and  the  Commune  of 
1871,  be  used  as  a  warning  against  change  over  here.  The 
year  1830  still  stands  as  the  one  occasion  when  the  French 
set  a  political  example  that  influenced  us  otherwise  than  by 
repulsion. 

The  first  effect  of  the  inspiring  news  from  France  was  to 
increase  the  number  of  open  seats  carried  by  the  Opposition 
in  the  General  Election  that  August.  A  new  Parliament 
1830  had  to  be  elected,  on  account  of  the  death  of  George  and  the 
accession  of  William  IV,  the  popular  sailor  king.  It  was  the 
House  of  Commons  chosen  in  these  circumstances  that  turned 
out  Wellington  and  carried  the  Reform  Bill  by  one  vote. 
Brougham,  the  interpreter  between  the  official  Whigs  and  the 
national  movement  for  Reform,  was  sent  up  as  a  member  for 
Yorkshire,  amid  the  rejoicings  of  the  whole  country.  He 
never  again  touched  such  a  height  of  popular  influence. 

But  the  French  Revolution  of  1830  did  more  than  affect 
the  elections.  It  gave  Englishmen  the  sense  of  living  in  a 
new  era,  when  great  changes  could  safely  be  made.  To  act 
boldly  on  behalf  of  the  people,  it  was  seen,  did  not  produce 
anarchy  as  the  Tories  had  argued  ever  since  1789.  Rather, 
it  was  half-measures  that  were  dangerous,  and  resistance  to 
the  people  that  was  fatal.  Our  middle  class  saw  the  bourgeoisie 
governing  France,  and  blushed  that  in  England  they  them¬ 
selves  were  still  subject  to  an  aristocracy.  The  working-men 
heard  that  the  ouvriers  had  defeated  the  Army  in  fair  fight,  and 
the  word  went  round  that  what  Frenchmen  had  done  English¬ 
men  could  do  at  need.  Pamphlets  on  the  technique  of  street¬ 
fighting  had  a  suggestive  popularity.  The  knowledge  that 
Englishmen  were  so  thinking,  and  that  Frenchmen  had  so 
acted,  gravely  affected  the  politics  of  the  propertied  class  as  a 
whole,  and  not  a  few  of  the  borough  owners  themselves,  per¬ 
suading  them  to  make  concessions  they  would  never  have 
dreamt  of  two  years  before. 

The  French  Revolution  of  July,  over  and  above  its  effect 
on  our  own  domestic  crisis,  created  an  international  crisis  in 
which  our  Reform  Bill  was  the  deciding  factor,  just  as  our 
revolution  of  1688  had  been  the  deciding  factor  in  the  Euro- 
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pean  resistance  to  Louis  XIV.  The  change  in  France  broke 
up  the  Holy  Alliance  as  a  pan-European  affair,  and  arrayed 
Western  parliamentarianism  against  Eastern  despotism.  But 
would  Canning’s  England  turn  reactionary  at  the  very  moment 
when  Bourbon  France  turned  Liberal  ?  Wellington,  who  had 
already  reversed  Canning’s  policy  in  Greece,  could  not  but 
regard  the  resurgent  tricolor  as  the  mischievous  flag  which  it 
had  been  the  great  achievement  of  his  life  to  haul  down.  If 
the  Duke  had  not  fallen  in  November  1830,  and  if  the  High 
Tory  party  had  not  been  destroyed  by  the  Reform  Bill,  it  is 
probable  that  England  would  soon  have  been  fighting  by  the 
side  of  her  old  allies  against  revolutionary  France,  to  the  inde¬ 
finite  postponement  of  constitutional  reform  in  our  island. 

The  danger  was  made  acute  by  the  Belgian  revolution. 
After  Napoleon’s  fall,  Belgium  had  been  united  to  Holland 
by  the  Treaties  of  Vienna.  The  reunion  of  the  ancient 
Netherlands  could  only  have  been  rendered  permanent  by 
statesmanship  worthy  of  the  House  of  Orange  in  times  long 
past.  The  present  King,  though  well-meaning,  was  unwise. 
In  August  1830,  Brussels,  in  imitation  of  Paris,  rose  and  drove 
out  the  Dutch  garrison,  and  the  other  Belgian  cities  followed 
suit.  By  the  co-operation  of  her  clerical  and  liberal  forces, 
Belgium  asserted  her  right  to  separate  national  existence. 

For  the  second  time  in  two  months  the  Holy  Alliance  had 
been  defied,  and  although  Prussia,  Russia  and  Austria  had 
shrunk  from  challenging  the  right  of  the  French  people  to 
self-determination,  they  had  no  such  scruples  about  Belgium. 
They  were  preparing  to  put  down  the  Belgian  revolution  in 
accordance  with  alleged  obligations  under  the  Treaty  of  Vienna. 
It  was  equally  clearly  the  intention  of  the  new  French  Govern¬ 
ment  to  fight,  if  necessary,  to  protect  Belgian  independence, 
and  how  much  of  Belgian  independence  would  be  left  when 
France  had  done  fighting  for  it  was  a  question  which  made 
even  Grey  and  the  English  Liberals  anxious.1 

Wellington’s  sympathies  and  those  of  his  Foreign  Minis¬ 
ter,  Aberdeen,  were  all  against  the  new  France  and  against  the 
Belgian  revolution.  Yet  nothing  short  of  the  co-operation  of 

1  French  Clericals  as  well  as  French  Liberals  had  helped  to  stir  up 
the  Belgian  revolution.  Polignac’s  emissaries  had  been  at  work  there  and 
Polignac  had  hoped  to  see  Belgium  joined  to  France.  The  belief  of  English 
Liberals  that  Wellington  was  hand  in  glove  with  Polignac  was  mistaken. 
Polignac,  though  a  reactionary  in  home  affairs,  was  a  Chauvinist  at  heart, 
and  had  none  of  the  Duke’s  respect  for  the  treaties  of  1815. 


1830 


Nov.  2, 
1830 


230  THE  DUKE  AND  THE  COUNTRY 

England  with  France  to  protect  Belgium  could  prevent  war 
between  France  and  the  Eastern  Powers,  which  would  almost 
certainly  have  involved  England.  From  this  catastrophe 
Europe  was  saved  by  a  change  of  government  at  Westminster. 

All  autumn  the  agitation  in  the  country  was  deeper  than 
political.  Economic  misery,  pauperism,  starvation  and  class 
injustice  had  brought  society  to  the  verge  of  dissolution.  Rick- 
burning,  under  the  orders  of  ‘  Captain  Swing,’  that  dark  ab¬ 
straction  of  the  vengeance  of  the  ruined  peasantry,  kept  the 
rural  south  in  terror.  In  the  industrial  north  the  workmen 
were  drilling  and  preparing  for  social  war.  The  middle 
classes  clamoured  for  Reform,  equally  to  pacify  the  revolu¬ 
tionary  spirit  below,  and  to  secure  their  own  rights  against  an 
aristocracy  they  had  ceased  to  trust. 

In  the  first  fortnight  of  November,  when  Wellington  met 
the  recently  elected  Parliament,  came  the  most  important 
political  crisis  of  the  century.  Everyone  was  looking  to  the 
new  House  of  Commons  to  save  the  country,  yet  no  one  knew 
what  it  would  do,  even  in  making  its  choice  between  Wellington 
and  Grey.  The  group  system  still  prevailed,  and  many  of  the 
groups  had  no  defined  political  allegiance.  As  late  as  Novem¬ 
ber  the  First,  there  were  three  future  Prime  Ministers  waiting 
to  find  out  whether  they  were  Whig  or  Tory;  for  the  Can- 
ningites  under  Lords  Melbourne  and  Palmerston,  and  the 
independent  group  led  by  Edward  Stanley,1  ‘  the  Rupert  of 
Debate,’  came  up  pledged  to  moderate  Reform  and  looking  to 
see  whether  Wellington  or  Grey  would  give  them  what  they 
wanted.  If  the  Duke  had  made  a  declaration  promising  a 
peaceful  and  liberal  policy  towards  France  and  Belgium,  and 
a  small  measure  of  Parliamentary  Reform,  he  could  have 
rallied  these  men  round  him  and  stayed  in  office.  It  is  indeed 
unlikely  that  a  Tory  Reform  Bill  would  have  been  large  enough 
to  pacify  the  country.  But  in  any  case  the  experiment  was 
not  destined  to  be  tried. 

The  King’s  speech  mentioned  the  Belgian  revolution  with 
ominous  disapproval,  and  when  Lord  Grey  called  attention  to 
the  absence  of  any  promise  of  Reform,  the  Duke  replied  that 
‘  the  system  of  representation  possessed  the  full  and  entire 
confidence  of  the  country.’ 

The  Duke  had  challenged  the  nation,  and  the  nation  took 
1  Afterwards  fourteenth  Earl  of  Derby  and  Conservative  Prime  Minister. 
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up  the  challenge.  The  excitement  inside  Parliament  was  a 
feeble  reflection  of  the  feeling  outside;  yet  never  were  the 
lobbies  and  clubs  more  busy,  or  busy  to  better  purpose.  In  a 
week  the  basis  had  been  laid  of  the  Whig-Liberal  party  that 
was  to  dominate  the  next  generation.  The  Canningites  and 
moderate  reformers  all  enlisted  under  Grey’s  banner,  and  were 
prepared  to  join  a  Whig  Government  on  the  programme  of 
*  Peace,  Retrenchment  and  Reform.’  With  the  help  of  a  few 
High  Tories  who  were  still  so  anxious  to  be  revenged  on  the 
Duke  for  Catholic  Emancipation  that  they  cared  not  what 
happened  afterwards,  the  Government  was  beaten  in  the  Nov- 15< 
Commons  on  the  Civil  List.  Wellington  resigned,  and  the 
King  sent  for  Lord  Grey. 

In  choosing  his  Ministry,  Grey  was  constituting  a  new 
party.  He  was  fusing  the  Canningites  and  reforming  Tories 
with  the  Whigs.  The  heirs  of  Fox  were  about  to  put  his 
political  testament  into  execution,  with  the  help  of  allies  from 
the  ranks  of  Pitt.  The  object  that  Grey  had  in  view  in  con¬ 
structing  his  Cabinet  was  to  carry  a  Reform  Bill  extensive 
enough  to  give  peace  to  the  land.  He  enlarged  the  boundaries 
of  his  Ministry  enough  to  obtain  a  majority  in  the  Commons 
and  a  large  minority  in  the  Lords,  without  which  even  the 
popular  enthusiasm  could  not  have  carried  the  Bill  under  the 
existing  forms  of  the  Constitution. 

It  has  often  been  charged  against  Grey’s  Ministry  that  it 
was  too  aristocratic.  And  certainly  the  proportion  of  peers 
and  their  near  relations  was  larger  than  in  Tory  Cabinets 
before  and  after.  But,  with  the  material  to  hand,  a  more 
bourgeois  Ministry  would  not  have  been  an  abler  Ministry, 
and  would  have  been  much  less  likely  to  get  the  Bill  through. 

It  was  Grey’s  task,  partly  indeed  to  frighten,  but  partly  also 
to  persuade  and  cajole  King,  Lords  and  borough-owners  into 
giving  up  their  power.  For  this  purpose  a  Cabinet  of  aristo¬ 
cratic  reformers  would  be  the  most  useful.  And,  fortunately, 
although  the  cause  of  Reform  was  then  popular,  if  ever  a 
cause  has  been  popular  in  England,  the  balance  of  ability 
among  the  reforming  statesmen  lay  among  the  aristocrats. 

While  its  ablest  opponents  were  plebeians  like  Peel,  Wetherell 
and  Croker,  its  ablest  supporters  were  scions  of  great  houses — 

Grey,  Durham,  Holland,  in  the  Lords;  Russell,  Althorp, 

Stanley  and  Palmerston  in  the  Commons.  Apart  from 
O’Connell,  whom  Grey  certainly  treated  badly,  the  only 
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reforming  members  of  Parliament  on  the  same  level  of  ability 
with  these  aristocrats  were  Jeffrey,  who  was  set  to  rule  Scot¬ 
land  as  Lord  Advocate;  Brougham,  who  was  made  Lord 
Chancellor  and  as  such  caused  great  trouble,  though  he  would 
have  caused  more  if  left  out;1  and  young  Tom  Macaulay,  who 
got  office  after  he  had  proved  his  powers  by  his  Reform  Bill 
orations.  The  Cumberland  baronet,  Sir  James  Graham,  after¬ 
wards  Peel’s  friend  and  colleague, was  taken  into  Grey’s  Cabinet, 
which  for  average  ability  could  vie  with  any  that  came  before 
or  after. 

The  old  aristocracy  still  produced  very  able  men,  and  most 
of  the  able  aristocrats  were  reformers.  It  is  remarkable  that 
the  peers  of  old  creation  were  about  equally  divided  on  the 
Reform  Bill;  and  the  dissentient  majority  of  the  Upper  House 
was  due  to  the  bishops  and  to  Pitt’s  lavish  creations  of  Tory 
partisans  and  borough-owners.  The  Whig  borough-owners, 
who  in  1831  held  about  sixty  rotten  borough  seats  out  of  two 
hundred,  were  prepared  to  sacrifice  these  cherished  possessions 
and  so  produce  a  majority  in  the  Commons  consonant  with  the 
national  will. 

The  decisive  and  permanent  effect  of  the  crisis  of  Novem¬ 
ber  1830  on  the  course  of  British  politics  is  illustrated  by  the 
career  of  Lord  Palmerston.  He  had  held  office  for  twenty 
years  as  a  Tory,  and  was  now  to  hold  office  for  almost  thirty 
years  as  a  Whig.  He  was  a  Whig  in  his  attitude  to  the 
Church  and  to  foreign  affairs,  but  he  retained  much  of  his  old 
Toryism  on  other  questions.  At  heart  he  disliked  the  Reform 
Bill.  He  was  the  member  of  the  Cabinet  who  most  constantly 
pressed  to  have  it  modified.  But  as  Foreign  Minister  he 
rendered  yeoman’s  service  to  his  colleagues,  by  keeping  the 
Continent  at  peace  while  they  passed  their  Bill. 

In  this  his  first  and  best  tenure  of  the  Foreign  Office, 
Palmerston  had  the  advantage  of  the  advice  of  Grey,  who  was 
deeply  interested  in  foreign  affairs,  and  would  never  have 
tolerated  the  dangerous  bounce  and  bluff  of  later  ‘  Palmer- 
stonianism.’  The  settlement  of  the  Belgian  question  by  these 
two  in  daily  intercourse  with  the  veteran  Talleyrand,  the  French 
Ambassador  at  London,  was  one  of  the  most  beneficent  and 

1  He  went  up  to  the  Lords  with  the  title  of  ‘  Baron  Brougham  and  Vaux.’ 
The  promotion  of  the  great  agitator  to  the  Chancellorship  caused  an 
immense  sensation.  Some  prophesied,  not  entirely  wrongly,  that  he  would 
be  '  Vaux  et  prseterea  nihil.’  His  best  days  proved  to  be  over. 
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difficult  feats  ever  accomplished  by  our  diplomacy.  The  ques¬ 
tion  ran  through  a  series  of  crises  punctuating  the  successive 
crises  of  the  Bill  at  home,  again  and  again  threatening  a  war 
that  would  have  made  short  work  of  the  programme  of  4  Peace, 
Retrenchment  and  Reform.’  Again  and  again  Grey  and 
Palmerston  warded  off  disaster. 

The  first  and  greatest  step  was  secured  in  December  1830, 
when  Palmerston,  by  standing  firm  beside  France,  won  the 
recognition  of  Belgian  independence  by  Austria,  Russia  and 
Prussia.  The  next  crisis  followed  early  in  1831,  when  the 
French  candidate,  a  son  of  Louis  Philippe,  was  rashly  chosen 
as  king  by  the  Belgian  Congress.  The  choice  was  the  more 
ominous  because  many  French  politicians  were  working  to 
make  Belgium  a  part  of  France.  But  when  the  statesmen  of 
Paris  were  made  to  understand  that  even  a  Whig  government 
would  oppose  by  arms  a  French  King  of  Belgium,  his  candi¬ 
dature  was  withdrawn.  Such  a  retreat  was  rendered  possible, 
in  face  of  the  French  chauvinist  party,  only  by  the  fact  that  the 
Whig  government  was  known  to  be  the  sincere  friend  of  the 
new  France.  A  more  acceptable  king  was  found  in  Prince 
Leopold  of  Saxe-Coburg,  the  happiest  possible  choice  for 
Belgium  and  for  Europe.  Leopold  had  lived  for  a  long  time 
in  England,  on  familiar  terms  with  the  leaders  of  the  more 
liberal  school  of  British  constitutionalism.  He  was  the  favourite 
uncle  and  adviser  of  Princess  Victoria. 

But  meanwhile  the  Dutch  and  Belgians  were  quarrelling 
about  the  terms  of  separation.  In  August  and  September 
1831  the  dangers  caused  by  a  Dutch  invasion  of  Belgium,  and 
a  counter-invasion  by  the  French,  were  skilfully  averted  with¬ 
out  causing  a  quarrel  between  ourselves  and  France.  A  year 
later  (October  to  December  1832)  Britain  and  France  actually 
co-operated  by  sea  and  land  to  coerce  the  Dutch  into  the  sur¬ 
render  of  the  citadel  of  Antwerp.  All  these  delicate  opera¬ 
tions  were  carried  out  under  the  watchful  and  hostile  eyes  of 
the  French  war-party  on  one  side,  and  on  the  other  of  Eng¬ 
lish  Tories  and  of  the  despotic  powers  of  the  East.  Russia, 
Austria  and  Prussia,  jealous  of  Belgian  independence  as  a 
breach  in  the  reactionary  system  of  the  treaties  of  Vienna, 
only  waited  for  a  misunderstanding  between  France  and  Eng¬ 
land  to  pounce  down  on  the  small  rebel  kingdom.  Finally 
in  1839  Palmerston  set  the  seal  on  his  task  in  a  treaty 
fixing  the  vexed  question  of  Dutch-Belgian  boundaries,  and 
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guaranteeing  Belgium  as  ‘  an  independent  and  perpetually 
neutral  State.’  The  treaty  was  signed  by  Belgium,  England, 
France,  Russia,  Austria — and  Prussia. 

In  a  letter  to  Lord  Grey  in  1832,  King  Leopold  had  thus 
summed  up  the  Belgian  settlement  from  the  point  of  view  of 
British  interests  : 

4  It  has  been  the  policy  of  Great  Britain  for  centuries  never 
to  permit  Belgium  to  fall  into  the  hands  of  a  great  Power. 
Everything  is  now  favourable  to  the  policy.  The  Belgians 
are  warmly  attached  to  their  newly-acquired  independency. 
They  hate  the  Dutch,  and  they  are  jealous  of  the  French.  The 
new  Kingdom  is  quieter  and  better  settled  than  many  old 
countries.  An  object  on  which  Great  Britain  lavished  so  much 
blood  and  money  has  been  attained  without  costing  a  farthing 
to  that  country,  or  being  the  cause  of  the  slightest  hurt  to  any 
Englishman.’ 

Elsewhere,  Grey  and  Palmerston  revived  the  policy  of 
Canning.  The  boundaries  of  Greece  were  extended  north¬ 
wards  at  the  desire  of  the  new  British  Cabinet.1  In  Spain  and 
Portugal  we  again  befriended  the  constitutional  cause  under 
the  more  favourable  conditions  created  by  the  Liberal  revolu¬ 
tion  in  France.  Throughout  the  ’thirties  the  first  principle  of 
our  foreign  policy  was  friendship  with  France.  Wellington 
and  Aberdeen  attacked  it  openly  and  King  William  remon¬ 
strated  against  it  in  private.  But  the  Reform  Bill  gave  the 
Whigs  security  of  tenure  independent  of  the  growing  aliena¬ 
tion  of  the  sovereign,  and  enabled  them  to  carry  through  the 
change  in  our  foreign  policy  which  saved  the  peace  of  Europe. 

At  home,  the  three  months  between  the  formation  of 
Grey’s  Cabinet  and  the  introduction  of  the  Reform  Bill  did 
not  go  smoothly  for  the  new  Ministers.  Their  budget  was  a 
failure  and  had  to  be  recast.  Finance  was  from  first  to  last  a 
weakness  of  the  Whigs  in  contrast  to  the  party  of  Huskisson 
and  Peel.  In  opposition  they  had  countenanced  the  rather 
wild  talk  about  ‘  retrenchment  ’  with  which  the  hopes  of  the 
public  had  been  inflamed.  Cobbett  had,  in  his  loose  way, 
taught  men  to  suppose  that  most  of  the  taxes  were  eaten  up  by 
sinecurists  and  pensioners,  and  that  everyone  would  be  pros¬ 
perous  if  the  wages  of  4  Old  Corruption  ’  were  docked.  The 
Whigs  made  reductions  of  this  kind,  but  could  not  make 

1  See  map,  p.  376,  below. 
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enough  to  satisfy  the  public  demand.  It  was  not  under¬ 
stood  that  a  progressive  community,  as  yet  grossly  ill  supplied 
with  those  services  which  must  in  the  modern  world  be  ren¬ 
dered  by  the  central  and  local  authorities,  would  obtain  less 
benefit  from  reducing  the  public  burdens  than  from  adjusting 
them  fairly  and  spending  them  to  the  general  advantage.  The 
Tories  had  already  done  their  duty  in  cutting  down  army  and 
navy  after  the  war.  Whig  ‘  retrenchment  ’  was  therefore 
foredoomed  to  fiasco. 

At  the  very  moment  of  the  change  of  Ministry,  the  Nov 
labourers  of  the  southern  counties,  driven  by  famine,  were  1S3° 
marching  through  the  countryside  demanding  a  living  wage 
of  half  a  crown  a  day.  They  were  cruelly  punished  at  the 
assizes,  when  450  of  the  rioters  were  torn  from  their  families 
and  transported  to  Australia,  besides  three  unjustly  executed. 

The  new  Whig  Ministers,  in  a  panic  lest  the  propertied 
classes  should  confound  ‘  Reform  ’  with  ‘  Jacobinism  and 
disorder,’  would  not  mitigate  these  sentences.  In  connection 
with  the  same  riots  they  prosecuted  Richard  Carlile  and 
Cobbett  for  articles  in  the  Press.  Cobbett  at  his  trial  in  the 
following  July,  made  the  Whigs  look  as  foolish  before  a 
British  jury  as  the  Tories  of  old.  His  acquittal  effectually 
discouraged  a  revival  of  that  spirit  of  coercion  which  Peel  as 
Home  Secretary  had  so  wisely  abandoned. 

The  Whigs  had  made  a  bad  start.  But  when  on  March  1, 
1831,  Lord  John  Russell  introduced  the  Reform  Bill  into  the 
Commons,  and  revealed  the  well-kept  secret  that  all  the  c  nomin¬ 
ation  ’  boroughs  were  to  be  abolished,  without  compensation  to 
the  borough-owners,  Ministers  sprang  to  the  summit  of  popu¬ 
larity  at  a  single  bound.  The  Tories  were  dumfounded.  They 
had  confidently  expected  a  weak  measure,  buying  up  a  few  of 
the  rotten  borough  seats  to  give  them  to  a  few  great  cities; 
such  a  Bill  would  have  left  the  nation  cold  and  the  reformers 
divided ;  lacking  support  from  outside,  it  could  pass  the 
Houses  only  by  agreement,  after  being  further  whittled  down  ; 
finally  the  Whigs  would  be  turned  out  as  incompetent  sciolists 
and  power  would  revert  to  its  long-tried  possessors.  But  instead 
of  lending  themselves  to  this  plan,  Ministers  had  summoned 
the  whole  nation  to  their  support,  to  overawe  the  recusants  at 
Westminster.  The  bold  appeal  was  not  merely  a  winning 
move  in  the  political  game,  but  it  established  the  fundamental 
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principle  of  the  *  new  constitution,’  namely,  that  in  the  last 
resort  the  opinion  of  the  nation  was  to  count  for  more  than  the 
opinion  of  the  legislators. 

The  anger  and  amazement  of  Opposition  were  shared  in  a 
less  degree  by  many  of  the  Government’s  supporters  in  the 
Commons,  who  relished  their  position  as  privileged  senators 
of  the  modern  Rome,  and  had  no  wish  to  become  mere  elected 
persons  in  a  paradise  of  Benthamite  utility.  If,  as  soon  as 
Russell  had  sat  down,  Peel  had  moved  the  rejection  of  the 
4  revolutionary  measure  ’  on  first  reading,  it  was  believed  that 
the  Bill  would  have  been  lost.  But  the  Opposition,  having 
come  to  the  House  expecting  something  very  different,  had 
no  plan  ready,  and  Peel’s  genius  did  not  lie  in  dramatic  moves 
and  lightning  decisions.  The  opportunity  was  let  slip.  As  the 
second  reading  debate  dragged  on  night  after  night,  many 
who  had  at  first  been  doubtful  or  hostile,  were  converted  by 
the  unmistakable  evidences  of  the  national  will.  Three  weeks 
after  its  introduction  the  Bill  passed  its  second  reading  by  one 
vote,  in  the  most  exciting  division  since  the  Grand  Remon¬ 
strance. 

A  defeat  in  Committee  soon  narrowed  the  issue  to  a  choice 
between  a  new  Ministry  with  a  much  modified  Bill,  or  a 
General  Election  to  save  Bill  and  Ministry  together.  In  such 
April  circumstances  a  modern  Prime  Minister  could  claim  a  dissolu- 
1831  tion  of  Parliament  as  of  right.  But  under  George  III  and  his 
sons  dissolution  was,  in  custom  as  well  as  in  law,  a  personal 
prerogative  of  the  king.  Would  William  dissolve  at  Grey’s 
request  ?  The  decisive  crisis  in  the  fortunes  of  the  Bill  had 
come,  and  the  choice  lay  with  a  retired  admiral  of  no  great 
brains  or  experience  in  affairs  of  State,  but  with  an  instinct  of 
personal  loyalty  to  his  Ministers  which  sharply  distinguished 
him  from  his  father  and  brother  before  him. 

In  January  1831,  while  the  draft  Bill  had  been  a  secret 
between  William  and  his  confidential  servants,  Grey  had  per¬ 
suaded  his  master  to  allow  him  to  introduce  it — a  permission 
necessary  under  the  custom  of  the  Constitution  as  George  III 
had  defined  it.  Grey  had  persuaded  the  King  that  the  Bill 
was  an  ‘  aristocratical  ’  measure,  designed  to  save  the  Consti¬ 
tution  from  more  revolutionary  changes.  And  so  it  was  in 
Grey’s  mind.  Its  ‘  democratical  ’  implications  only  began  to 
be  apparent  to  William  after  it  had  become  public,  when  the 
joy  of  the  Radicals  of  whom  he  lived  in  terror,  and  the  rage  of 
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the  Tories  with  whom  he  lived  in  intimacy,  gradually  made  him 
realise  what  he  had,  done.  In  April  he  had  to  decide  whether 
he  would  accept  Grey’s  resignation  or  his  advice  to  dissolve. 
The  straw  that  weighed  down  the  balance  in  his  mind  was  the 
fact  that  there  had  been  a  majority  of  one  for  the  second  reading. 
With  many  misgivings  he  granted  Grey  his  dissolution. 

The  General  Election  was  almost  as  onesided  and  enthu¬ 
siastic,  so  far  as  popular  opinion  was  concerned,  as  the  elec¬ 
tions  for  the  Restoration  Parliament.  The  Reformers  carried 
almost  all  the  open  constituencies,  including  seventy-four 
English  county  seats  out  of  eighty.  But  no  amount  of  popular 
intimidation  could  shake  the  hold  of  the  proprietors  on  the 
nomination  seats.  In  their  last  Parliament  the  rotten  borough 
members  voted  two  to  one  against  the  Bill,  in  much  the  same 
numbers  as  before  the  election. 

But  there  was  now  a  majority  of  1 36  for  the  Bill.  It  passed 
through  the  Commons  that  summer  under  Lord  Althorp’s 
patient  management  in  Committee,  and  went  up  to  the  Lords, 
where  it  was  thrown  out  on  second  reading  by  a  majority  of 
forty-one  votes. 

Under  the  old  system  of  government,  the  average  English¬ 
man  had  had  so  little  to  do  with  politics  that  he  was  taken 
by  surprise  at  this  perfectly  inevitable  event,  which  had  been 
long  anticipated  in  Parliamentary  circles.  The  popular 
enthusiasm,  suddenly  brought  up  against  an  obstacle  which  it 
had  not  expected  and  could  at  first  see  no  legal  way  to  remove, 
exploded  in  outrages  against  bishops  and  peers  who  had  voted 
against  the  Bill.  A  single  false  step  by  the  Ministers  might 
have  precipitated  anarchy.  The  Army,  smaller  than  at  any 
other  period  in  our  modern  annals,  was  insufficient  to  keep 
order  in  England  and  Scotland,  in  addition  to  its  usual  task  in 
Ireland.  Peel’s  police  as  yet  only  existed  in  London.  It  was 
impossible  to  raise  volunteer  forces  to  put  down  Reform  mobs. 
The  workmen  in  the  North  were  drilling  and  arming  to  fight 
the  Lords.  In  the  South  the  ricks  were  blazing  night  after 
night.  Unemployment  and  starvation  urged  desperate  deeds. 
The  first  visitation  of  cholera  added  to  the  gloom  and  terror 
of  the  winter  of  1831-2. 

Employers  and  City  men  clamoured  more  loudly  every 
week  for  a  creation  of  peers  to  pass  the  Bill  and  save  social 
order.  The  working  classes,  if  it  came  to  blows,  would  fight 
not  for  this  Bill  of  the  Ten  Pound  householders,  but  for  a  Bill 
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that  enfranchised  their  own  class,  and  for  much  else  besides. 
Civil  strife,  if  it  came,  might  easily  degenerate  into  a  war  be¬ 
tween  ‘haves’  and  ‘have-nots.’  The  Bill  seemed  the  sheet- 
anchor  of  society.  Even  the  burning  of  the  central  part  of 
Bristol  by  Radical  ruffians  failed  to  cause  a  serious  reaction, 
each  side  drawing  its  own  moral  from  the  event. 

Grey  kept  his  head.  He  neither  resigned  nor,  as  the 
King  urged,  whittled  down  the  Bill.  On  the  other  hand  he 
refused,  in  spite  of  the  remonstrance  of  the  leading  members  of 
his  Cabinet,  to  force  the  King  to  a  premature  decision  about 
peer-making,  before  the  time  came  when  circumstances  would 
be  too  strong  for  William’s  reluctance. 

Before  Christmas  a  new  Bill  was  introduced,  modified  in 
detail  to  meet  some  reasonable  criticisms  and  so  save  the  face 
of  the  ‘  waverers  ’  among  the  peers,  but  not  weakened  as  a 
April  democratic  measure.  It  quickly  passed  the  Commons,  and 
1832  was  accepted  by  nine  votes  on  the  second  reading  in  the  Lords. 

The  final  crisis,  known  as  the  ‘  Days  of  May,’  was  pro¬ 
voked  by  an  attempt  of  the  Lords  to  take  the  Bill  out  of  the 
hands  of  the  Ministers  in  charge,  and  amend  it  in  their  own 
way.  This  was  countered  by  the  resignation  of  the  Cabinet. 
Resignation  in  the  previous  autumn,  when  the  Lords  had 
thrown  the  Bill  right  out,  would  have  produced  anarchy. 
Now  it  secured  and  hastened  the  last  stages  of  a  journey  of 
which  the  goal  was  already  in  sight.  In  October  1831  the 
country,  taken  by  surprise  by  the  Lords’  action,  was  not 
properly  organised,  as  the  riots  had  shown.  But  in  May 
1832,  the  Political  Unions  had  the  situation  in  hand.  Grey’s 
resignation  was  not  followed  by  violence  or  rioting,  but  by  a 
silent  and  formidable  preparation  for  ultimate  resistance  in 
case  he  did  not  speedily  return.  The  English  genius  for 
local  self-government,  voluntary  combination  and  self-help, 
which  had  little  or  no  expression  in  the  close  municipalities, 
found  its  outlet  in  these  unofficial  Political  Unions  of  citizens 
determined  alike  on  order  and  on  freedom.1  These  organisa¬ 
tions,  improvised  by  the  British  people,  constituted  the 
strongest  proof  of  its  fitness  to  work  self-governing  institu¬ 
tions  of  a  more  official  character.  Abhorred  by  the  King  and 

1  They  had  been  formed  in  most  towns.  The  model  of  Attwood’s  Bir¬ 
mingham  Union,  presided  over  by  middle-class  leaders,  but  including  all 
classes,  prevailed  in  the  midlands  and  west.  In  the  industrial  north  there 
were  ‘  low  Political  Unions  '  of  working-men  only.  In  some  towns  there 
were  both  kinds  of  Political  Union  formed  side  by  side. 


239 


THE  DAYS  OF  MAY 

Tories  who  clamoured  for  their  suppression,  the  Unions  were 
tolerated  by  the  Whig  Ministers  on  the  condition  of  their 
ceasing  to  arm  and  drill. 

Grey  had  resigned  because  the  King  refused  to  create  Ma? 
peers.  But  William  was  now  prepared  to  do  anything  short  of  1832 
that  to  get  the  Bill  through  intact.  He  appealed  to  Welling¬ 
ton  to  form  a  Tory  Ministry  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  ‘  the 
Bill,  the  whole  Bill  and  nothing  but  the  Bill  ’  through  the 
House  of  Lords — on  the  precedent  of  Catholic  Emancipation 
three  years  before.  The  most  fearless,  if  not  always  the  wisest, 
of  public  servants  accepted  this  extraordinary  commission, 
the  nature  of  which  was  not  understood  in  the  country,  where 
people  naturally  supposed  that  the  victor  of  Waterloo,  who 
had  pronounced  against  all  Reform,  was  coming  back  to  rule 
them  by  the  sword.  If  Wellington  had  succeeded  in  forming 
a  Ministry,  the  Political  Unions  would  have  led  resistance, 
with  what  result  it  is  impossible  to  say.  But  the  actual  cause 
of  the  Duke’s  abandoning  the  task  was  not  his  fear  of  popular 
resistance,  but  the  refusal  of  Peel  and  the  Tories  in  the  House 
of  Commons  to  take  part  in  a  scheme  so  absurd  and  dangerous, 
no  longer  with  a  hope  of  modifying  the  Bill,  but  solely  to  save 
the  face  of  the  Lords.  The  King  was  obliged  to  come  to 
terms  with  Grey,  and  could  only  get  him  back  by  a  written 
promise  to  create  any  number  of  peers  necessary  to  carry  the 
Bill.  The  threat  when  known  in  the  Upper  Plouse  sufficed, 
and  the  Reform  Bill  became  law. 

The  main  provisions  of  the  English,  Scottish  and  Irish 
Reform  Acts  of  1832  were  as  follows.  The  substitution  of 
the  principle  of  popular  election  for  that  of  nomination  by 
individual  borough-owners  in  the  case  of  more  than  200  seats. 

This  revolution  was  achieved  by  two  distinct  processes :  first, 
by  taking  away  seats  from  the  nomination  boroughs, — to  the 
amount  of  140  in  England  alone  secondly,  by  ‘  opening  ’ 
to  all  Ten  Pound  householders  the  franchise  of  those  4  close  ’ 
boroughs  whose  population  justified  their  retaining  one  out 
of  two  members.  The  seats  obtained  by  disfranchisement 
were  redistributed,  partly  among  large  centres  of  population 
converted  into  new  boroughs, — partly  by  an  increase  in  the 
county  representation,  which  had  previously  been  unfairly 

1  The  famous  ‘  Schedule  A  ’  was  the  list  of  boroughs  that  lost  both  their 
members,  ‘  Schedule  B  '  those  that  lost  one  out  of  two. 


THE  REFORM  BILL 


240 

limited  to  two  members  for  each  English  shire.1  The  right 
to  vote  in  all  boroughs,  new  and  old,  was  fixed  at  the  uniform 
Ten  Pound  rating  franchise.  The  vote  in  the  counties, 
hitherto  confined  in  England  to  Forty  Shilling  freeholders, 
was  extended  to  tenant  farmers,  by  an  amendment  which  the 
Ministry  had  been  forced  to  accept  at  the  hands  of  the  Whig 
landlord  members  composing  the  bulk  of  the  Reform  party 
in  the  House. 

No  one  could  have  criticised  the  enfranchisement  of  the 
tenant  farmers,  if  it  had  been  accompanied  by  the  protection 
of  the  ballot.  But  under  the  system  of  open  voting  this  new 
class  of  voter  had  no  independence,  and  their  enfranchisement 
only  added  to  their  landlord’s  hold  over  the  county  seats,  which 
were  at  the  same  time  increased  in  number.  Since,  also,  the 
smaller  boroughs,  that  had  just  managed  to  escape  the 
melting-pot  of  the  Bill,  were  much  under  the  influence  of 
neighbouring  squires,  the  landlords  as  a  class  were  still  greatly 
over-represented  even  under  the  new  scheme.  If  it  had  not 
been  so,  the  Bill  would  not  have  got  through  Parliament. 

It  is  incorrect  to  say  that  the  Bill  gave  all  power  to  the 
middle  class.  Power,  which  had  previously  resided  in  a 
privileged  section  of  the  landlords,  was  now  divided  between 
all  the  landlords  on  one  side  and  a  portion  of  the  middle  class 
on  the  other.  The  Ten  Pound  household  franchise  was  not 
set  up  in  the  counties  at  all,  and  even  in  the  boroughs  it  did 
not  affect  the  poorer  clerks.  It  was  because  half  the  middle 
class  were  still  left  without  votes  that  they  eventually  joined 
with  the  working-men  to  demand  a  further  extension  of  the 
franchise  under  Bright  and  Gladstone.  If  the  First  Reform 
Bill  had  given  full  representation  to  the  middle  class,  the 
politics  of  the  Victorian  era  would  have  taken  on  a  more 
distinctively  class  character  than  they  actually  did. 

The  uniformity  of  the  new  borough  franchise  was  the 
least  democratic  part  of  the  Bill  of  1832,  if  considered  as  a 
final  settlement,  for  it  excluded  nearly  all  the  working-men. 
Yet  this  uniformity  may  seem  its  most  democratic  point  if  it  is 
regarded  as  the  first  of  a  number  of  steps — Le  -premier  pas  qui 
coute.  Uniform  Ten  Pound  suffrage  in  1832  ensured  uni¬ 
form  household  suffrage  in  1867.  The  very  absurdity  of 

1  Except  Yorkshire*  which  had  obtained  four  members  in  1821.  In 
Ireland  the  counties  each  returned  two  members.  In  Wales  and  Scotland 
the  counties  (or  groups  of  counties  in  a  few  cases  in  Scotland)  returned 
one  member  each. 
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defining  the  sovereign  people  for  all  time  to  come  as  the  Ten 
Pound  householders,  had  persuaded  Cobbett  and  Place  to 
support  the  Bill,  in  the  interest  of  future  working-class  enfran¬ 
chisement,  although  the  Bill  abolished, the  working-class  vote 
previously  existing  in  a  few  boroughs  like  Westminster  and 
Preston. 

The  motives  of  most  of  the  Whigs  for  adopting  the  uni¬ 
form  Ten  Pounds  were  more  simple.  They  idealised  the 
middle  class  as  the  ‘  solid  and  intelligent  ’  part  of  the  com¬ 
munity,  and  became  its  party  chiefs  by  a  pact  of  mutual  advan¬ 
tage.  But  the  Whigs  of  1831  also  knew  what  their  modern 
critics  sometimes  forget,  that  the  Ten  Pound  franchise  was 
the  only  thing  that  could  then  have  been  passed  into  law.  An 
amendment  in  favour  of  household  suffrage  received  only  one 
vote  in  the  House  that  carried  the  Reform  Bill  by  a  majority 
of  136.  And  a  mixed  or  fancy  franchise,  differing  from  one 
borough  to  another,  such  as  Peel  seems  to  have  vaguely  con¬ 
templated,  would  never  have  been  accepted  by  anyone,  and 
would  have  set  the  various  boroughs  quarrelling  over  their 
different  positions  under  the  Bill.  A  limited  but  uniform 
franchise  was  necessary,  because  nothing  else  could  then  have 
passed,  and  it  was  democratic,  because  it  cleared  a  smooth 
path  for  the  gradual  inclusion  of  all  in  the  sovereign  nation. 

For  a  generation  after  the  Reform  Bill,  the  benches  on  both 
sides  of  the  House  were  still  occupied  by  country  gentlemen, 
and  people  of  the  social  standing  of  Cobbett,  Cobden  and 
Bright  were  stared  at  as  oddities.  But  many  of  the  country 
gentlemen,  especially  on  the  Whig  side,  had  been  chosen  by 
the  votes  of  the  Ten  Pound  citizens.  The  trial  of  strength 
between  the  Ten  Pound  householders  and  the  landlord  interest, 
came  in  the  ’forties  over  the  issue  of  the  Corn  Laws.  It  was 
decided  in  favour  of  the  middle  class  not  more  by  the  elections 
than  by  the  popular  support  of  the  unenfranchised.  After  the 
experience  of  1832  the  landlords  shrank  from  saying  ‘no’ 
to  the  great  majority  of  the  nation. 

For  the  Reform  Bill,  by  the  fact  and  by  the  manner  of  its 
passing,  had  done  a  great  deal  more  than  enfranchise  one-half 
of  the  middle  class.  It  had  asserted  the  power  of  the  whole 
nation,  enfranchised  and  unenfranchised,  because  it  had  been 
carried  by  the  popular  will  against  the  strenuous  resistance  of 
the  old  order  entrenched  in  the  House  of  Lords.  It  had  been 
a  fair  fight  and  a  straight  decision.  Forty  years  before,  the 
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people  had  been  told  by  Bishop  Horsley  that  ‘  they  had  nothing 
to  do  with  laws  but  to  obey  them,’  and  they  had  submitted 
to  the  decree.  But  now  at  length  they  had  learned  how  to 
organise  their  power  and  to  exact  obedience  from  the  law¬ 
makers.  The  ‘  sovereignty  of  the  people  ’  had  been  estab¬ 
lished  in  fact,  if  not  in  law.  George  III  and  Pitt  had  once  cut 
Fox’s  name  off  the  Privy  Council  for  drinking  that  toast,  but 
the  wheel  had  come  full  circle  now.  The  people  did  not 
become  sovereign  in  Germany  when  Bismarck  granted  limited 
popular  rights,  because  those  rights  had  not  been  won  by  the 
action  of  the  nation  itself,  as  the  First  Reform  Bill  had  been 
won.  In  England,  ‘  the  nation  ’  was  defined  afresh  by  each  of 
the  Franchise  Acts  of  1867,  1884,  and  1918,  but  the  fact  that 
the  nation  was  master  in  its  own  house  had  been  settled  once 
for  all  in  the  days  of  May. 


CHAPTER  XV 

The  Whigs  and  the  Reform  era,  1832-5 — Reform  in  Scotland — Municipal 

Reform — Factory  Acts — Poor  Law — Socialists  and  Chartists. 

For  three  years  after  the  passing  of  the  Reform  Bill  the  Whigs 
continued  to  show,  under  Benthamite  and  Radical  impulse, 
a  legislative  activity  on  the  grand  scale.  Their  failure  in  the 
sphere  of  finance,  subsequently  made  good  by  Peel,  and  their 
gradual  sterilisation  first  under  Melbourne  and  then  under 
Palmerston,  have  associated  the  Whig  name  with  the  idea  of 
a  too  placid  enjoyment  of  power.  Such  a  judgment,  not 
wholly  unjust,  leaves  out  of  reckoning  the  years  1831 — 5.  The 
Government  that  in  five  years  recast  our  municipal  as  well  as 
our  parliamentary  institutions,  passed  the  new  Poor  Law  and 
the  first  effective  Factory  Act,  and  abolished  negro  slavery, 
made  more  lasting  change  in  the  British  world  than  any  other 
Cabinet  has  done  since  Stuart  times. 

Because  law-making  of  a  character  so  new  and  compre¬ 
hensive  required  a  closer  examination  of  complex  facts  than 
busy  Ministers  could  give,  Lord  Grey’s  Government  made  the 
appointment  of  Royal  Commissions  the  customary  prelude 
to  legislation.  The  lines  followed  by  the  Municipal  Reform 
Act,  the  Factory  Act  and  the  new  Poor  Law  were  all  traced 
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out  beforehand  by  Commissioners,  who  had  been  selected  not 
on  account  of  their  official  experience  or  political  weight,  but  as 
vigorous  and  able  men,  usually  of  known  Benthamite  proclivi¬ 
ties.  Jeremy  Bentham  himself,  over  eighty,  but  ‘  codifying 
like  any  dragon  ’  till  the  last,  had  died  the  day  before  the 
Reform  Bill  became  law.  But  his  spirit  was  scouring  the 
country,  armed  with  the  force  of  government  and  of  public 
opinion,  inquiring  into  every  local  authority  or  endowment, 
and  pertly  asking  ‘  What  is  the  use  of  it  ?  ’ 

If  ever  a  country  was  saved  by  Act  of  Parliament  from  open 
rebellion,  Scotland  was  so  saved  by  her  Reform  Bill  drawn 
on  the  same  lines  as  the  English  Bill,  and  by  her  Burgh  Act  of 
the  following  year.  Political  self-government,  central  and 
local,  was  an  English  invention,  imported  into  Scotland  by  the 
Grey  Ministry,  but  intensely  popular  in  spite  of  its  foreign 
origin.  Although  in  temper,  creed  and  outlook  on  life  the 
Scottish  people  were  less  submissive  than  the  English,  the 
civil  institutions  of  their  country  contained  in  1830  no  elements 
of  popular  election  such  as  always  existed  here  and  there  in  the 
south  of  the  island.  There  was  no  safety-valve  for  all  that 
pent  energy.  The  Reform  Bill,  in  England  an  evolution,  in 
Scotland  was  a  revolution,  veiled  in  form  of  law,  and  the  pas¬ 
sions  aroused  over  it  had  been  proportionately  more  fierce.1 
As  soon  as  its  enactment  had  given  the  Scots  for  the  first  time 
real  representation  at  Westminster,  their  impatience  to  begin 
governing  themselves  at  home  was  so  great  that  the  Scottish 
Burgh  Act  of  1833  preceded  the  English  Municipal  Reform 
Act  by  two  years.  For  this  reason  the  new  municipal  electo¬ 
rate  in  Scotland  was  identified  with  the  new  Parliamentary 
‘  Ten  Pounders,’  while  England,  by  waiting  two  years  longer, 
obtained  the  more  democratic  municipal  franchise  of  all  who 
paid  rates. 

The  political  horoscope  of  the  year  1835,  when  borough 
government  was  revolutionised  in  England,  was  favourable  to 
Radical  legislation  owing  to  the  events  of  1834.  The  retire¬ 
ment  of  Lord  Grey,  the  secession  of  the  Conservative-minded 

1  Pp.  32-33,  above.  Mr.  Gladstone  wrote,  sixty-two  years  after  the 
Reform  Bill  of  1832  :  *  That  great  Act  was  for  England  improvement  and 
extension,  for  Scotland  it  was  political  birth,  the  beginning  of  a  duty  and 
a  power,  neither  of  which  had  attached  to  the  Scottish  nation  in  the  pre¬ 
ceding  period.’ 
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Stanley  and  Graham  on  Irish  questions,  and  the  growing 
hostility  of  the  King,  who  tried  in  vain  to  bring  in  a  Tory 
Cabinet  on  his  own  royal  authority,1  drove  the  Whig  Ministry, 
reconstituted  under  Melbourne  and  Russell,  to  rely  for  a  while 
on  O’Connell  and  the  Radicals.  Russell  had  still  the  energies 
of  an  advanced  Reformer.  Hence  the  English  Municipal 
1835  Corporations  Act  is  the  high-water  mark  of  Benthamite  Radi¬ 
calism  acting  through  the  Whig  machine.  After  that,  the 
waters  of  Reform  abate  in  the  force  of  their  onset,  as  the  middle 
class  settles  down  to  a  period  of  enjoying  the  fruits  of  victory. 

The  system  of  close  corporations  for  governing  the  towns 
had  been  bound  up  with  that  of  the  rotten  boroughs  for  return¬ 
ing  members  to  Parliament.  Municipal  Reform  would  have 
been  impossible  without  Parliamentary  Reform.  And  the 
first  use  which  the  Ten  Pounders  had  made  of  their  newly 
acquired  Parliamentary  votes  was  to  claim  popular  govern¬ 
ment  in  the  daily  life  of  their  localities.  The  most  constant 
grievance  of  the  ordinary  shopkeeper,  publican  or  manufac¬ 
turer  was  to  be  governed  in  his  own  town  by  a  co-optive 
municipality,  usually  a  local  ring  of  certain  attorneys,  doctors, 
retired  officers  and  minor  gentry,  in  close  connection  with  the 
local  Tory  organisation,  ‘  a  shabby  mongrel  aristocracy  ’  as 
their  envious  neighbours  called  them.  On  most  municipal 
bodies  no  Dissenter,  Whig  or  Radical  had  the  smallest 
chance  of  serving,  at  a  time  when  those  categories  together 
covered  the  vast  majority  of  the  inhabitants.  A  few  munici¬ 
palities  were  nominated  by  Whig  grandees.  A  few  had  a 
democratic  franchise. 

Such  was  the  social  and  political  aspect  of  the  municipal 
system  that  perished  in  1835.  Its  administrative  aspect  was 
incompetence  that  refused  to  undertake  the  new  duties  called 
for  by  new  conditions  of  urban  life.  The  areas  of  the  boroughs 
were  those  of  bygone  ages,  and  had  no  respect  to  the  recent 
shifting  of  population.  To  make  good  the  worst  deficiencies 
of  the  inert  municipal  corporations,  powers  had  often  been 
given  to  other  ad  hoc  bodies  to  deal  with  lighting,  drainage, 
paving,  water  or  police.  Confusion  had  thus  been  worse 
confounded,  and  local  government  throughout  the  island  had 
become  a  welter  of  divided  powers  and  local  anomalies.  There 
was  need  of  the  two  Benthamite  principles  of  uniformity  and 
popular  election.  These  the  Bill  of  1835  largely  provided. 

1  See  pp.  264-265,  below. 
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The  English  Municipal  Corporations  Act  applied  to  all 
the  principal  towns  except  London,  which  already  enjoyed  a 
democratic  though  very  anomalous  and  unsatisfactory  govern¬ 
ment.1  Elsewhere  the  larger  corporations  were  abolished  and 
disendowed,  and  their  place  was  taken  by  municipal  bodies 
elected  by  all  ratepayers.  The  path  of  the  Whig  government 
in  carrying  this  democratic  revolution  was  smoothed  for  them 
by  Sir  Robert  Peel.  Peel  had,  the  year  before,  in  his  famous 
‘  Tamworth  manifesto  ’  to  his  constituents,  called  on  the  Tory 
party  to  accept  the  logic  of  the  Reform  Bill  and  reconstitute 
itself  as  a  ‘  conservative  *  party,  which  under  his  leadership 
was  often  very  liberal. 

Peel  in  the  Commons  had  accepted  Russell’s  Municipal 

Reform  Bill,  but  Lord  Lyndhurst,  saying  :  *  D - n  Peel  1 

What  is  Peel  to  me  ?  ’ — led  his  brother  peers  to  amend  it  out 
of  all  recognition.  A  crisis  seemed  at  hand  recalling  that  of 
’32,  but  Peel  persuaded  Wellington  to  order  a  retreat,  and 
the  Bill  finally  passed  with  modifications  consonant  with  its 
purpose,  some  of  which  were  improvements. 

The  new  corporations  were  not  trusted  with  the  licensing 
of  public-houses,  or  with  any  judicial  powers.  The  separation 
of  the  benches  of  magistrates  from  the  town  corporations,  on 
the  ground  that  the  latter  had  now  become  elective,  and  that 
justice  is  incompatible  with  party  electioneering,  was  regretted 
by  one  section  of  Radical  opinion  of  that  day,  but  the  principle 
of  a  non-elective  judiciary  has  been  ratified  by  the  experience 
and  conviction  of  succeeding  generations  of  Britons  all  over 
the  Empire. 

The  Act  readjusted  the  administrative  areas  of  the  boroughs 
to  some  extent,  though  not  enough.  Each  of  the  new  munici¬ 
palities  was  empowered  to  levy  a  local  rate,  and  gradually  to 
resume  the  various  functions,  sanitary  and  other,  then  exercised 
by  ad  hoc  local  bodies.  In  this  way  in  every  municipal  area 
a  powerful  and  popular  focus  of  authority  was  set  up,  which 
has  in  the  course  of  time  absorbed  almost  every  local  public 
activity  except  licensing  and  justice.  Few  would  have  prophe¬ 
sied  in  1835  that  the  education  of  the  people  would  one  day  be 
carried  on  by  these  new  bodies,  or  that  they  would  become 
traders  and  employers  of  labour  on  a  great  scale.  Nor  was 
any  provision  made  in  the  Act  for  the  close  connection 
that  eventually  grew  up  between  the  municipalities  and  the 

1  Pp.  15-16,  above. 
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government  departments  at  Whitehall,  the  latter  at  once 
aiding  and  controlling  the  local  bodies  in  all  their  activities 
through  the  instrument  of  national  grants  in  aid  of  local  rates. 
These  developments,  on  which  so  much  of  the  health  and 
happiness  of  our  modern  society  depends,  were  not  foreseen, 
but  were  rendered  possible  by  the  bold  and  uniform  legislation 
of  1835. 

While  town  government  became  democratic  as  a  sequel 
to  the  parliamentary  enfranchisement  of  the  Ten  Pound  house¬ 
holder,  the  rural  districts  remained  under  the  government  of 
the  squires  for  another  half-century.  It  was  only  in  1888  that 
the  establishment  of  County  Councils  following  on  the  enfran¬ 
chisement  of  the  rural  labourer  in  1884,  did  for  the  country 
what  had  been  done  in  1 835  for  the  town.  For  half  a  century 
longer  the  Justices  of  the  Peace  conducted  not  only  rural  justice 
but  rural  administration, — and  the  element  of  election  did  not 
enter  into  county  affairs.  These  differences  in  government 
reflected  and  increased  the  social  and  political  divergence 
between  town  and  country,  characteristic  of  nineteenth-century 
England.  The  spirit  of  the  old  regime,  extinguished  in  the 
towns,  continued  its  reign  in  the  rural  districts.  This  was  the 
inner  meaning  of  the  battle  over  the  Corn  Laws,  when  rural 
and  urban  society  came  into  conflict  for  the  possession  of  the 
central  government  at  Westminster. 

For  the  present  any  such  conflict  was  postponed.  Radical 
reform  worked  off* its  first  enthusiasm  on  subjects  such  as  town 
government,  factory  acts,  negro  slavery,  wherein  the  interests 
or  affections  of  the  country  gentlemen  were  not  involved.  The 
Corn  Laws  remained  unaltered.  The  Church,  which  had 
prophesied  her  own  fall  if  Reform  passed,  did  not  even  lose 
her  less  defensible  outworks.  The  Whig  Cabinet  broke  up 
1834  when  it  proposed  to  touch  with  mildest  hand  the  extravagant 
endowments  of  the  Protestant  establishment  in  Ireland,  in  the 
hope  of  appeasing  the  ‘  tithe  war  ’  between  the  Catholic 
peasant  and  the  minister  of  an  alien  religion.  In  England 
the  Church  retained  till  1868  the  right  to  levy  a  rate  for 
ecclesiastical  purposes  from  parishioners  of  all  denominations, 
till  1871  the  monopoly  of  Oxford  and  Cambridge,  and  till 
1880  the  power  to  read  her  burial  service  at  the  grave-side  of 
Dissenters.  Yet  these  were  all  subjects  on  which  the  Non¬ 
conformists  felt  deeply.  So  little  is  it  true  to  say  that  England 
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was  governed  by  the  dissenting  middle  class  between  the  first 
and  second  Reform^  Bills.1 

In  these  circumstances  the  Dissenters  knew  that  a  system 
of  national  education  could  only  take  the  form  of  a  system  of 
Church  education,  and  for  this  reason  never  seriously  agitated 
the  question,  till  the  Reform  Bill  of  1867  had  again  altered  the 
distribution  of  power  in  their  favour.  Meanwhile  the  Church 
was  content  to  increase  the  number  of  her  National  Schools,2 
which  became  by  far  the  largest  group  in  the  educational  field. 
Thus  denominational  rivalry  was  a  spur  to  educational  endow¬ 
ment  and  activity,  but  discouraged  State  intervention  which 
alone  could  cover  the  whole  ground.  In  1833,  however,  the 
State  made  a  grant  of  £20,000  towards  the  school  buildings  of 
the  voluntary  societies — the  small  beginning  of  the  national 
system  of  education.  The  grant  was  renewed  annually,  and 
led  in  1839  to  the  establishment  of  an  Educational  Committee 
of  the  Privy  Council,  with  a  permanent  secretary  and  a  system 
of  inspection  of  the  State-aided  schools, — the  origin  of  the 
Board  of  Education. 

In  1833  ^e  Whig  Government,  under  pressure  from  an 
almost  revolutionary  agitation  among  the  working  classes  in 
the  north,  passed  the  first  effective  Factory  Act,  which  fixed 
legal  limits  for  the  working  hours  of  children  and  young  per¬ 
sons  respectively,  and  prohibited  the  employment  of  children 
under  nine  except  in  silk  mills.  The  peculiar  merit  of  Lord 
Althorp’s  Bill,  though  it  met  with  little  favour  at  the  time 
among  the  northern  agitators,  was  the  institution  of  govern¬ 
ment  inspectors  to  enforce  the  law,  a  device  suggested  by  some 
of  the  better-disposed  among  the  millowners  themselves.  It 
was  not  merely  bad  employers  but  bad  parents,  living  on  their 
children’s  labour,  who  required  watching.  Government  in¬ 
spection  was  the  only  way  to  make  this  class  of  law  operative. 
It  secured  the  success  of  the  factory  code  for  adults  that  was 
gradually  elaborated  in  later  years. 

Factory  legislation  was  never  a  party  question.  The 
movement,  started  in  the  Waterloo  era  by  Robert  Owen,  the 
Socialist  manufacturer,  and  by  Peel’s  father,  the  Tory  manu¬ 
facturer,  was  taken  up  in  the  ’thirties  and  ’forties  with 

1  For  the  reform  of  ecclesiastical  revenues  in  England,  1836-40,  see 
pp.  282-283,  below. 

J  See  p.  163,  above. 
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passionate  enthusiasm  by  the  factory  victims  themselves,  who 
were  mostly  Radicals,  under  the  leadership  of  Oastler  and 
Michael  Sadler,  who  may  be  described  as  Tory  democrats, 
while  the  parliamentary  management  fell  to  the  Conservative 
Lord  Shaftesbury,  aided  by  many  Whigs  and  Liberals.1 

Against  factory  legislation  were  arrayed  the  majority, 
though  not  by  any  means  all,  of  the  millowners,  and  politicians 
drawn  in  fairly  equal  proportions  from  both  parties.  The 
doctrinaire  political  economists  declared  that  only  long  hours 
could  enable  England  to  compete  with  the  rising  power  of 
foreign  manufacture.  They  ignored  the  physiological  fact 
that  overwork  reduces  output. 

The  umpire  between  these  disputants  was  the  Parliament 
of  English  country  gentlemen,  Liberal  and  Conservative,  who 
had  no  personal  interest  involved.  On  the  one  hand  they  had 
been  brought  up  to  believe  the  prophecies  of  the  political 
economists;  but  on  the  other  hand,  since  the  manufacturers 
were  attacking  the  Corn  Laws  on  the  ground  of  humanity,  the 
landlords  were  driven  to  counter-attack  with  inquiries  as  to 
the  seamy  side  of  factory  life,  asking  questions  that  in  a  former 
generation  their  fathers  would  have  scouted  as  ‘  Jacobinical.’ 

The  second  crisis  of  factory  legislation,  growing  out  of 
the  children’s  charter  of  1833,  came  in  1 844-7,  contempor¬ 
aneously  with  the  repeal  of  the  Corn  Laws  and  heated  with 
the  fires  of  that  great  dispute.  The  ‘  ten  hours  Bill  ’  limited 
the  daily  work  of  women  and  youths  in  factories,  and  thereby 
in  fact  compelled  the  stoppage  of  all  work  after  ten  hours,  as 
the  grown  men  could  not  continue  the  processes  alone.  This 
had  for  years  been  the  aspiration  of  the  working  classes  and  the 
storm-centre  of  a  fierce  controversy.  In  Parliament  it  pro¬ 
duced  curious  cross-voting  2  and  brought  into  the  same  lobby 
the  most  embittered  political  antagonists.  It  passed  in  1847. 

What  the  Reform  Bill  of  1832  was  to  all  later  Reform  Bills, 
the  Factory  Acts  of  1833  and  1847  are  to  the  far-spreading 
system  of  statutory  regulation  which  now  governs  the  condi¬ 
tions  of  almost  all  branches  of  industry.  The  factory  system, 
which  at  its  first  coming  bade  fair  to  destroy  the  health  and 
happiness  of  the  race,  has  been  gradually  converted  into  an 

1  Shaftesbury,  together  with  Buxton  of  anti-slavery  fame,  may  be  said 
to  have  succeeded  Wilberforce,  who  died  in  1833,  in  the  leadership  of  the 
Evangelical  philanthropists. 

2  Melbourne,  Cobden  and  Bright  were  against  it.  Russell,  Palmerston 
and  Macaulay  were  for  it.  The  Conservatives  were  no  less  divided. 
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instrument  for  levelling  up  the  average  lot  of  the  city-dweller. 
Robert  Owen’s  vision,  that  he  had  first  embodied  in  the  New 
Lanark  mills,  was  in  the  course  of  a  hundred  years  made  a 
standard  for  the  greater  part  of  the  industrial  world.  And 
the  decisive  first  steps  were  taken  during  the  period  which  it 
is  usual  to  condemn  as  obsessed  by  the  doctrines  of  laissez  faire. 
It  is  difficult  to  obsess  people  with  a  mere  doctrine  if  once  their 
hearts  or  their  interests  are  touched.  The  former  generation, 
being  in  a  mood  to  grind  the  faces  of  the  poor,  had  chosen  out 
those  parts  of  laissez  faire  which  suited  that  purpose  and  had 
neglected  the  rest.  Now  the  process  was  being  reversed  by 
the  generation  that  repealed  the  Corn  Laws  and  passed  the 
Factory  Acts.  At  no  period  was  laissez  faire  in  force  in  all  its 
main  doctrines  at  once. 

The  Whig  Poor  Law  of  1834  was  based  on  the  famous 
report  of  the  Royal  Commission,  inspired  by  Chadwick  and 
Nassau  Senior.  The  pauperisation  of  the  English  working 
class,  especially  in  the  country  districts,  by  the  Speenham- 
land  system  of  supplementing  inadequate  wages  out  of  rates, 
had  kept  wages  down,  and  sent  the  birth-rate  up.1  The  self- 
respect  and  self-help  of  the  rural  working  class  were  syste¬ 
matically  destroyed  by  magistrates  who,  while  stern  against 
agitation  for  higher  wages  and  instinctively  disliking  real  inde¬ 
pendence,  were  ready  enough  to  assist  the  cringing  poor  out 
of  the  public  funds.  It  had  been  made  profitable  and  easy  to 
become  a  pauper.2 

Society  was  perishing  of  this  disease  and  the  new  Poor  Law 
applied  the  knife.  It  had  the  great  merit  of  putting  an  end 
to  the  systematic  abuse  of  outdoor  relief.  But,  since  the  idea 
of  fixing  a  statutory  minimum  wage  was  outside  the  economic 
vision  of  the  time,  the  necessary  change  could  only  be  effected 
with  great  hardship.  The  sudden  withdrawal  of  outdoor  relief 
from  the  wage-earner  without  any  security  for  an  immediate 

1  See  pp.  1 49-150,  above. 

2  In  1831  an  observer  wrote  :  ‘  An  English  agricultural  labourer  and 
an  English  pauper,  these  words  are  synonymous.  He  pilfers  when  occa¬ 
sion  offers,  and  teaches  his  children  to  lie  and  steal.  His  abject  and  sub¬ 
missive  demeanour  towards  his  wealthy  neighbours  shows  that  they  treat 
him  roughly  and  with  suspicion  ;  hence  he  fears  and  hates  them,  but  will 
never  injure  them  by  force.  He  is  depraved  through  and  through,  too  far 
gone  to  possess  even  the  strength  of  despair.’  No  doubt  this  was  exagger¬ 
ated  as  the  portrait  of  a  whole  class,  but  it  was  the  exaggeration  of  a  very 
terrible  reality. 
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rise  of  wages,  often  caused  acute  misery  before  wages  actually 
rose.  Families  which  had  hitherto  enjoyed  an  allowance 
off  the  rates  for  every  child,  were  driven  to  send  mother  and 
children  to  field  labour  under  the  terrible  conditions  of  the 
‘  gang  system  ’  that  became  prevalent  on  English  farms,  just 
when  the  children  in  the  factories  were  passing  under  the  effec¬ 
tive  protection  of  the  law.  The  rural  tragedy  had  only  taken 
a  new  form. 

Too  great  local  variation  and  too  much  parochial  inde¬ 
pendence  had  been  among  the  faults  of  the  old  Poor  Law. 
Centralisation  and  national  uniformity  was  the  principle  of  the 
new.  A  permanent  Commission  of  three  persons  was  em¬ 
powered  to  carry  out  the  new  policy;  the  local  *  Boards  of 
Guardians  ’  set  up  in  the  ‘  Unions  ’  of  parishes  served  merely 
to  execute  the  orders  of  the  three.  The  ‘  three  tyrants  ’ 
concentrated  on  their  heads  the  hatred  of  the  poor  of  England, 
and  came  in  for  the  last  lashes  of  old  Cobbett’s  whip.  The 
youthful  author  of  Oliver  Twist  (i  838)  by  describing  what 
workhouses  meant  for  those  who  had  to  inhabit  them,  ap¬ 
pealed  from  the  Benthamite  abstractions  in  which  the  Com¬ 
missioners  dealt,  to  the  flesh  and  blood  realities  which  interested 
the  more  sensitive  public  of  the  Victorian  era. 

The  Commissioners  strove,  not  with  complete  success,  to 
collect  into  their  ‘  Bastilles,’  as  the  workhouses  were  popularly 
called,  all  able-bodied  persons  who  applied  for  public  relief, 
and  so  to  subject  the  genuineness  of  each  application  to  the 
‘  workhouse  test.’  With  the  dreadful  results  of  Speenham- 
land  before  them,  they  were  determined  that  the  pauper  should 
be  distinctly  worse  off  than  the  independent  labourer.  Unfor¬ 
tunately,  as  they  could  not  improve  the  lot  of  the  one,  they  had 
to  depress  the  condition  of  the  other.  They  made  workhouse 
life  miserable  as  a  matter  of  policy.  Absorbed  in  the  pressing 
problem  of  the  able-bodied  pauper,  they  gave  too  little  thought 
to  the  case  of  the  women  and  children,  the  sick  and  aged, 
whether  outside  or  inside  the  workhouse,  and  they  had  no 
idea  of  curative  treatment.1 

In  1 847  the  Commission  was  turned  into  a  regular  Govern¬ 
ment  Department,  the  Poor  Law  Board.  The  national  and 
centralised  character  which  the  first  Commissioners  had 
stamped  on  the  Poor  Law  made  it  easier  to  carry  out  the  many 

1  But  Chadwick,  the  famous  secretary  of  the  Commission,  soon  saw  the 
connection  between  public  health  and  pauperism.  See  p.  279,  below. 
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improvements  suggested  later  on  by  a  philanthropy  that  gradu¬ 
ally  became  more  humane  as  it  became  more  experienced 
and  more  scientific.  Imperfect  and  harsh  as  was  the  work  of 
t834>  ^  had  been  intellectually  honest  within  its  limits,  and 
together  with  the  Factory  Act  of  the  year  before  formed  the 
first  big  attempt  of  the  legislature  to  deal  with  the  evils  incident 
to  the  Industrial  Revolution. 

Meanwhile  the  working  classes  were  endeavouring  to  help 
themselves — not  very  successfully  in  the  ’thirties.  Socialistic 
Trade  Unionism  led  by  Owen  (1833-4),  and  the  Chartist 
movement  to  obtain  the  parliamentary  franchise  (1838  — 9) 
were  both  failures. 

It  was  largely  due  to  the  personal  influence  which  Owen’s 
services  had  earned  for  him  with  the  working-men,  that  a  wave 
of  Socialist  enthusiasm  swrept  British  Trade  Unionism  for  two 
years  out  of  the  path  that  it  pursued  with  such  success  during 
the  remainder  of  the  nineteenth  century.  Owen,  having 
started  the  Factory  Code  and  sowred  the  ideas  that  in  later 
years  gave  rise  to  the  Co-operative  Wholesale  Society,  was  in 
his  old  age  fired  with  a  Socialist  gospel,  much  of  which  sprang 
up  again  with  characteristic  modifications  in  the  doctrines  of 
St.  Simon  in  France  and  of  Marx  in  Germany.  Owen  now 
taught  that  ‘  labour  is  the  source  of  all  wealth,’  and  induced 
some  half-million  working  men  and  women  to  join  in  a  Grand 
National  Trade  Union,  for  the  purpose,  at  any  rate  in  his  own 
mind,  of  carrying  out  a  system  of  communistic  production. 

‘  All  individual  competition,’  said  Owen,  '  is  to  cease.  All 
trades  shall  form  Associations  of  lodges  to  consist  of  a  con¬ 
venient  number  for  carrying  on  the  business.  All  individuals 
of  the  specific  craft  shall  become  members.’  But  the  ‘  Grand 
National  ’  soon  melted  away,  having  no  proper  organisation 
or  finance  and  no  very  distinct  idea  what  it  was  to  do.1  The 
normal  development  of  Trade  Unionism  was  resumed,  in  local 
and  sectional  action,  on  questions  of  wages  and  hours. 

Trade  Unions  were  still  on  their  trial.  They  had  only 
become  legal  in  1824-5.  Partty  owing  to  their  temporary 
connection  with  Owenite  Socialism,  the  feeling  of  employers 
and  of  government  against  the  Unions  was  very  strong  in 
these  years,  and  broke  out  in  1834  in  the  transportation  of  the 
‘  Dorchester  labourers  ’  for  attempting  to  form  an  agricultural 
1  One  of  its  objects  was  to  be  a  national  strike  for  an  eight  hours  day. 
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labourers’  Union  in  which  oaths  were  administered.  The  rally 
of  the  working  classes  all  over  the  country  to  the  defence  of 
these  men,  the  one  thing  in  which  the  ‘  Grand  National  ’  was 
able  to  be  of  practical  service,  secured  the  shortening  of  their 
sentences  and  probably  prevented  further  attempts  to  nullify  the 
liberating  Acts  of  1 824-5.  But  the  farmers  had  other  ways  than 
transportation  of  suppressing  Trade  Unionism  in  agriculture. 

After  the  failure  of  Owen’s  non-parliamentary  programme, 
the  political  side  of  the  Labour  movement  was  revived  in  the 
1838  People’s  Charter,  with  its  six  points  of  manhood  suffrage, 
ballot,  equal  electoral  districts,  payment  of  members  of  Par¬ 
liament,  abolition  of  their  property  qualification,  and  annual 
Parliaments.  All  points  save  the  last  are  now  the  law  of  the 
land.  But  the  Chartist  movement  could  find  no  abler  chiefs 
than  Feargus  O’Connor  and  Lovett,  and  collapsed  in  1839  in 
rioting  and  ‘  physical  force  ’  among  the  South  Welsh  miners. 
Government  imprisoned  the  leaders  and  so  broke  the  organisa¬ 
tion  of  the  movement.  The  Trade  Unionists  looked  on  with 
an  indifference  which  they  had  not  shown  over  the  fate  of  the 
Dorset  labourers,  and  middle-class  radicalism  was  equally 
supine.  Sympathy  had  been  alienated  from  a  movement  of 
which  the  aim  was  political,  but  which  was  too  ‘  class  conscious  ’ 
to  be  a  political  success.  Chartism  repudiated  the  alliance  of 
middle-class  radicalism  on  principle,  its  adherents  rejoicing  to 
interrupt  anti-Corn  Law  meetings.  Its  failure  was  sealed  in 
1839,  but  it  lingered  on  till  its  second  and  final  catastrophe 
in  1848.  The  working-class  demand  for  the  franchise  only 
became  effective  when  it  found  a  leader  in  John  Bright,  whose 
1858  to  household  suffrage  movement  united  classes  which  Chartism 
1867  had  striven  to  divide. 

The  economic  condition  of  the  working  class  in  the  ’thirties 
was  indeed  so  bad  as  to  render  impossible  their  steady  co¬ 
operation  with  other  classes  in  a  purely  political  programme. 
As  young  Disraeli  said,  there  were  ‘  two  nations  ’  in  England, 
between  whom  a  gulf  was  fixed.  The  bread-and-butter  char¬ 
acter  of  the  Corn  Law  question  bridged  the  gulf  to  some  extent 
in  the  ’forties,  but  it  was  only  in  the  ’sixties,  when  conditions 
of  life  had  very  materially  improved,  that  Bright’s  conciliatory 
policy  of  uniting  all  the  unenfranchised  to  demand  political 
rights  in  common  had  any  chance  of  success.  Though  the 
spirit  of  the  Chartists  was  too  intransigeant  and  their  leader¬ 
ship  second  rate,  they  had  pointed  the  working  class  back  to 
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political  action  and  a  belief  in  Parliament,  and  this  tradition 
was  fortified  in  later  and  happier  years  by  the  memory  of  much 
heroism  and  self-sacrifice.  When  British  democracy  at  length 
won  the  vote,  many  an  ‘  old  Chartist  ’  took  part  in  the  final 
victory. 


CHAPTER  XVI 

The  Whigs  and  the  Empire — Abolition  of  Slavery,  1833 — South  Africa,  the 
Great  Trek — Emigration  and  Gibbon  Wakefield — Australasia — Canada, 
1 837-54  :  the  Durham  report  and  Lord  Elgin’s  governorship — Re¬ 
sponsible  government  and  the  Imperial  connection. 

The  Tory  statesmen  who  overcame  Napoleon  had  rendered  pos¬ 
sible  the  reconstruction  of  a  British  Empire  across  the  sea.  The 
Whig  statesmen  rendered  it  two  services  of  vital  moment. 
They  abolished  the  slave-trade  and  slavery,  and  they  introduced 
the  principle  of  responsible  government  for  the  white  colonies. 
But  whereas  the  principle  of  complete  self-government  for 
Canada  was  specifically  the  work  of  Lord  Durham,  who  almost 
alone  of  the  British  statesmen  of  his  day  seriously  studied 
colonial  problems  from  an  Imperial  point  of  view,  the  aboli¬ 
tion  of  slavery  in  1833,  like  that  of  the  slave-trade  in  1807, 
was  the  outcome  of  the  intense  feeling  of  the  country  as  a  whole, 
stimulated  and  organised  by  William  Wilberforce  and  his 
fellow-workers.1 

In  the  last  stages  of  the  long  battle  Wilberforce  was  too 
old  a  man  to  take  an  active  part.  In  1823  the  anti-Slavery 
Association  was  formed,  and  began  a  vigorous  propaganda  in 
and  out  of  Parliament  under  the  leadership  of  Fowell  Buxton. 
It  was  a  continuance  or  revival  of  the  old  anti-slave-trade  cam¬ 
paign,  under  much  the  same  leadership  of  Evangelical  Church¬ 
men  and  Dissenters  ;  but  in  the  new  age  the  alliance  of 
Radicals,  deists  and  democrats  was  an  added  strength,  instead 
of  being  a  cause  of  reproach  as  in  the  old  anti-Jacobin 
days.2  Brougham  filled  the  sails  of  the  abolitionist  movement 
with  the  great  winds  of  popular  agitation,  and  in  1830  won 
his  famous  election  for  Wilberforce’s  Yorkshire  almost  as 
much  on  anti-slavery  as  on  reform.  Wilberforce  next  year 
accepted  the  Reform  Bill  as  a  change  that  would  be  ‘  for  the 
benefit  of  our  poor  West  Indian  clients.’ 

1  See  pp.  50-54,  and  p.  116,  above.  2  See  note,  p.  53,  above. 
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Slavery  abolition  had  of  course  to  encounter  the  contempt 
and  dislike  of  cynics,  but  it  met  no  such  active  opposition  in 
this  island  as  the  Bristol  shipping  interest  had  formerly  put 
up  in  defence  of  its  valuable  traffic  in  slaves.  On  the  other 
hand,  the  Imperial  aspect  of  the  question  was  one  of  much 
greater  difficulty,  for  the  planters  of  the  West  Indies  had  far 
more  reason  to  be  attached  to  slavery  than  to  the  slave-trade. 

The  abolition  of  the  slave-trade  had  been  good  for  Africa, 
but  had  not  materially  altered  conditions  in  the  West  Indies, 
where  slaves  were  thenceforth  bred  instead  of  being  imported. 
But  the  planters  argued,  not  without  a  measure  of  truth,  that 
their  sugar  and  other  business  depended  on  the  labour  of  slaves, 
and  that  Emancipation  would  undermine  the  prosperity  of  the 
West  Indian  Islands.1  The  relative  importance  of  those  islands 
to  the  whole  Empire  was  greater  then  than  now,  though  not 
so  great  in  1 8 33  as  it  had  been  a  generation  before.  Discreetly 
managed,  the  opposition  of  the  planters  would  have  been  very 
formidable,  but  they  showed  the  same  violent  spirit  as  the 
slave-owners  of  the  United  States,  in  the  following  generation, 
without  the  same  power  to  threaten  secession.  Their  refusal 
to  compromise  by  any  amendment  of  the  system,  their  con¬ 
tinued  severity  to  negroes  and  roughness  to  missionaries,  whom 
they  regarded  as  agents  of  abolition,  showed  a  defiance  of  the 
tribunal  of  opinion  at  home,  and  hopelessly  ruined  their  cause. 

In  1833  the  Grey  Ministry  passed  a  Bill  to  abolish  slavery. 
It  was  put  through  Parliament  with  all  the  vigour  and  elo¬ 
quence  of  Edward  Stanley,  then  Colonial  Minister.  Twenty 
millions  sterling  were  paid  in  compensation  to  the  slave-owners, 
by  a  nation  which,  though  eager  for  ‘  retrenchment,’  was 
willing  to  pay  the  price  of  justice  and  freedom. 

On  the  First  of  August,  1834,  all  slaves  in  the  British 
Empire  were  to  become  free.  On  the  last  night  of  slavery, 
the  negroes  in  the  West  Indian  Islands  went  up  on  to  the  hill¬ 
tops  to  watch  for  the  sun  to  rise,  bringing  them  freedom  as  its 
first  rays  struck  the  waters.  But  far  away  in  the  forests  of 
Central  Africa,  in  the  heart  of  darkness  yet  unexplored,  none 
understood  or  regarded  the  day.  Yet  it  was  that  continent 
whose  future  was  most  deeply  affected.  Before  its  exploitation 
by  Europe  had  well  begun,  it  had  been  decided  by  the  most 

1  The  injury  done  them  by  the  abolition  of  slavery  was  greatly  increased 
by  the  free-trade  policy  of  the  ’forties,  which  enabled  the  home  consumer 
to  buy  cheaper  sugar  elsewhere. 
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powerful  of  its  future  masters  that  slavery  should  not  be  the 
relation  of  the  black  man  to  the  white.  To  enforce  that  decision 
in  spirit  as  well  as  letter  would  be  a  more  difficult  task  than 
Wilberforce  knew,  a  burden  as  well  as  an  honour  to  his  country¬ 
men  in  many  lands.  He  meanwhile  had  died,  having  seen  all 
his  tasks  accomplished,  and  was  buried  in  Westminster  Abbey 
among  the  great  statesmen  to  whom  he  had  so  long  held  up 
a  higher  light  than  that  of  political  ambition. 

There  was  one  consolation  in  the  retrospect  for  the  breach 
with  the  American  colonies  :  it  had  relieved  the  British  Empire 
from  dealing  with  the  resistance  of  the  Carolinas  and  Georgia 
to  negro  emancipation.  On  that  reef  either  the  cause  of  aboli¬ 
tion  or  the  unity  of  the  Empire  would  very  probably  have  been 
wrecked.  But  in  the  West  Indian  Islands  the  white  planters 
were  so  few  that  they  could  not  attempt  to  resist  an  Act  of  the 
Imperial  Parliament.  In  tropical  colonies  the  treatment  of 
negroes  and  natives  can  be  supervised  through  the  agents  of 
the  central  Imperial  authority,  without  the  complications 
arising  where  white  self-government  is  a  necessary  part  of  the 
social  fabric.1 

In  South  Africa,  therefore,  the  political  aspect  of  the 
coloured  problem  was  more  serious.  The  South  African  veldt 
is  a  dry  and  salubrious  tableland,  raised  high  above  the  malaria 
of  the  coast.  It  is  potentially  a  white  man’s  country,  but 
was  occupied  beforehand  by  African  tribes.  The  whites  are 
indeed  in  a  minority,  but  they  are  so  numerous  outside  the 
native  territories,  that  South  Africa,  unlike  the  West  Indies, 
is  now  a  self-governing  Dominion. 

For  more  than  twenty  years  after  our  first  annexation  of 
the  Cape  (1795),  the  Dutch  farmers  lived  out  their  patriarchal 
lives  neither  more  nor  less  contentedly  under  a  British  governor 
than  under  the  rule  of  the  Dutch  trading  company  in  the  past. 
It  was  only  in  1820  that  five  thousand  British  immigrants  settled 
in  the  Cape  Colony.  Shortly  afterwards,  the  substitution  of 

1  In  1833  the  planters  of  Jamaica,  few  as  they  were,  were  proud  of  their 
ancient  inheritance  of  an  Assembly  and  self-governing  institutions,  and 
were  the  more  indignant  with  an  Emancipation  Act  thrust  upon  them  by 
the  British  Parliament.  But  after  the  Governor  Eyre  troubles  in  1865  they 
acquiesced  in  the  substitution  of  Crown  Colony  Government,  with  a  certain 
elective  element ;  since  then  trouble  between  black  and  white  has  been  very 
small  in  Jamaica,  as  compared,  for  instance,  to  the  more  democratic  United 
States. 
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the  English  for  the  Dutch  language  in  the  law-courts  began  to 
cause  ill-feeling. 

The  Boers  had  lived  in  great  isolation  since  their  first 
coming  to  Africa  in  the  seventeenth  century,  and  retained 
much  of  their  ancestors’  habits  of  thought  on  religion,  life  and 
the  management  of  natives.  They  disliked  the  modern  English 
missionary,  to  whose  views  on  the  native  problem,  wise  and 
foolish  alike,  the  British  government  was  beginning  to  lend 
a  credent  ear.  In  1828  the  free  native  was  given  equal  civic 
rights  with  the  white  man.  In  1833  came  slavery  abolition, 
which  the  Boers  showed  themselves  ready  to  accept,  being 
assured  of  full  money  compensation.1  But  when  it  was  dis¬ 
covered  that  they  had  been  allotted  only  half  the  estimated 
value  of  their  slave  property,  they  considered  that  they  had 
been  defrauded.  In  1835  a  dangerous  and  destructive  raid 
into  the  Colony  by  one  of  the  Kaffir  tribes  always  hanging 
round  its  border,  led  to  another  of  the  long  series  of  Kaffir 
wars.  The  British  Governor  D’Urban  punished  the  offending 
tribe  by  annexing  its  territory  and  policing  it  for  the  greater 
safety  of  the  Boer  farmers.  Lord  Melbourne’s  Colonial  Secre¬ 
tary,  Lord  Glenelg,  overrode  his  action,  and,  contrary  to  the 
feeling  of  both  British  and  Dutch  in  South  Africa,  cancelled 
the  annexation.  The  Government  was  held  to  have  failed  in 
protecting  the  outlying  Dutch  farms  from  Kaffir  raids,  and 
was  accused  of  indifference  not  only  to  the  wishes  but  to  the 
safety  of  its  white  subjects. 

This  proved  the  last  straw.  The  Dutch  thought  the  British 
Government  was  in  league  with  the  natives  inside  and  outside 
the  Colony.  Several  thousand  Boers  sold  their  farms  and 
taking  their  families  with  them  in  their  long-spanned  ox 
waggons  set  out  into  the  wilderness,  like  the  children  of  Israel 
going  up  out  of  Egypt.  Among  them  was  a  boy  named  Paul 
Kruger. 

So  in  1836  the  Great  Trek  began.  Emigration  across  the 
veldt  was  no  new  thing  to  the  Boers,  but  emigration  on  so 
great  a  scale  as  took  place  in  the  following  twenty  years  was 
altogether  new,  as  also  was  the  establishment  of  republics 
outside  the  sphere  of  the  Cape  government.  It  broke  the 
natural  development  of  South  Africa  by  leaving  the  Cape 
Colony  too  thinly  peopled,  while  it  opened  out  prematurely 

1  Slavery  on  the  South  African  farms  was  less  important  and  more  out 
of  place  than  in  the  tropical  sugar  plantations.  It  was  also  less  inhuman. 
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grave  native  questions  in  the  interior.  Above  all,  it  prevented 
the  peaceful  amalgamation  of  the  Dutch  and  British  races  in 
one  community.  The  Boers  went  forth  in  anger,  hoping  never 
again  to  see  the  face  of  British  folk  and  British  government. 
But  in  a  world  about  to  be  linked  up  by  the  steamship  and  the 
steam-engine,  such  a  wish  was  vain.  They  founded  one  farmer 
republic  on  the  Orange  River,  and  another  in  Natal,  where 
they  met  and  fought  the  Zulus.  But  by  1843  the  British  had 
already  followed  them  to  Natal  and  annexed  it.1 

The  Boers  had  been  badly  handled.  Lord  Glenelg’s  action 
had  been  largely  shaped  by  the  advice  of  some,  though  appar¬ 
ently  a  minority,  of  the  South  African  missionaries,  and  by  the 
influence  on  Downing  Street  of  the  ‘  Clapham  Sect’  of  Evan¬ 
gelicals.  This  influence  was  wholesome  in  the  main,  and  with¬ 
out  it  the  abolition  of  slavery  would  never  have  been  made  a 
reality  all  over  the  Empire,  any  more  than  Africa  could  have 
been  explored  and  the  native  races  studied  and  cared  for 
without  the  work  of  the  missionaries  in  the  age  of  Livingstone. 
But  unfortunately  in  1835  a  section  of  the  missionaries  and 
their  patrons  were  almost  the  only  source  of  intelligent  informa¬ 
tion  that  the  Colonial  Office  of  that  day  possessed.  Men  who 
knew  nothing  about  the  Dutch  or  about  South  Africa  from 
any  angle  save  the  one,  failed  to  see  its  problems  as  a  whole 
and  sowed  the  seeds  of  future  disaster. 

Fortunately,  in  these  critical  years  when  the  British  Empire 
was  being  rebuilt  after  the  catastrophe  of  1776,  other  influences 
were  at  work  besides  the  apathy  and  ineptitude  of  Lord 
Glenelg  and  the  staff  of  the  Colonial  Office.  It  was  the  era 
of  Gibbon  Wakefield  and  Lord  Durham.  The  second  quarter 
of  the  nineteenth  century  was  the  period  in  the  settlement  of 
Canada,  Australia  and  New  Zealand,  which  decided  that  those 
lands  should  be  peopled  mainly  from  Britain  and  should 
become  parts  of  a  free  British  Commonwealth. 

The  sudden  overpeopling  of  Great  Britain  deplored  by 
Malthus,  and  the  sorry  plight  of  the  English  peasantry  at 
home,  caused  in  these  years  the  great  rural  exodus  to  the 
Colonies  on  which  the  modern  Empire  was  rebuilt.  The  tide 
of  emigration  also  ran  strongly  to  the  United  States  and  might 
have  run  there  almost  to  the  exclusion  of  British  territories 
but  for  the  organised  effort  of  emigration  societies,  and  the 

1  See  Map,  p.  413,  below. 
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occasional  assistance  of  Government,  inspired  by  the  propa¬ 
ganda  of  Gibbon  Wakefield.  He  preached  to  his  countrymen 
that  emigration  was  the  true  relief  of  their  economic  miseries, 
and  that  colonies  need  not  in  all  cases  be  mere  ports  of  call  or 
places  of  trade,  but  might  be  new  British  nations.  To  him  is 
largely  due  the  systematised  and  aided  emigration  that  founded 
modern  Canada,  Australia  and  New  Zealand. 

It  was  Wakefield  who  first  brought  the  public  to  believe 
that  New  Zealand  might  accommodate  other  races  besides  the 
Maori  tribes.  His  New  Zealand  Association,  founded  in  1837, 
made  the  first  British  settlements  there,  only  just  in  time  to 
prevent  the  annexation  of  the  southern  island  by  France.  In 
this,  as  in  their  Canadian  work,  Lord  Durham  and  Gibbon 
Wakefield  were  closely  associated,  and  had  much  to  suffer  at 
the  hands  of  Lord  Glenelg  and  the  hostile  Colonial  Office. 

The  New  Zealand  settlements  of  the  next  twenty  years 
were  partly  idealist  and  religious  in  origin.  Dunedin  was 
planted  by  the  new-born  Free  Kirk  of  Scotland;  and  Christ¬ 
church,  with  its  Port  Lyttelton  and  the  plains  of  Canterbury  be¬ 
hind,  was  planted  by  the  Church  of  England  as  the  first-fruits 
of  its  reviving  apostolic  energy.  During  this  formative  period 
of  New  Zealand,  the  relations  of  the  settlers  to  the  Maoris 
and  other  problems  were  ably  dealt  with  by  the  greatest 
1845-53  of  the  Australasian  governors,  Sir  George  Grey.1  Another 
great  man,  Bishop  Selwyn,  contemporaneously  founded  the 
Anglican  Church  in  New  Zealand,  giving  to  it  in  its  new  and 
democratic  home  a  new  spirit,  partly  represented  in  synods  of 
clergy  and  laity.  His  work  had  influence  on  the  spirit  of  the 
Church  in  other  Colonies,  and  eventually  had  reactions  on  the 
Church  at  home. 

Meanwhile  Australian  immigration  was  growing  fast,  from 
purely  economic  causes.  During  the  French  wars,  Captain 
Macarthur,  one  of  the  officers  of  the  garrison,  had  perceived 
that  the  empty  continent  was  fitted  for  sheep-farming  on  a  large 
scale.  He  had  helped  his  brother  officers  to  introduce  a  fine 
breed  of  sheep  from  the  Cape,  and,  returning  home,  had 
preached  his  doctrine  to  the  British  manufacturers,  then  look¬ 
ing  round  desperately  for  more  wool  to  feed  their  new  machines, 
just  when  the  Napoleonic  wars  made  it  impossible  to  count  on 

1  The  aborigines  of  Australia  and  Tasmania  were  of  much  more  primi¬ 
tive  types  than  the  Maoris  of  New  Zealand.  Early  in  the  nineteenth  cen¬ 
tury,  in  the  days  of  the  ex-convicts  and  the  first  bushrangers,  they  were 
often  the  victims  of  great  cruelty  and  were  nearly  exterminated. 
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the  usual  supply  from  Europe.  Macarthur  persuaded  some 
of  them  to  embark  capital  in  a  strange  country  at  the  other  end 
of  the  globe.  The  ‘  squatter  aristocracy  ’  of  big  sheep-farmers, 
many  of  them  of  the  ‘service’  and  ‘university’  classes  from 
the  old  country,  were  the  originators  of  Australian  prosperity 
and  free  colonisation.  Later  in  the  century  their  descendants 
and  successors  had  to  fight  a  prolonged  and  losing  battle  with 
the  democratic  land-policy  of  the  small  farmer  and  his  friends 
in  the  legislature. 

In  1840  the  new  Australia  of  some  130,000  white  inhabi¬ 
tants  was  large  enough  to  prevail  on  the  mother  country  to 
stop  the  dumping  of  convicts,  though  the  bad  practice  was 
revived  fitfully  in  subsequent  years. 

In  1851  the  discovery  of  gold  at  Ballarat  produced  such 
a  sudden  increase  in  the  tide  of  immigrants  that,  in  the 
phrase  of  Gibbon  Wakefield,  ‘  the  colony  was  precipitated 
into  a  nation.’  All  the  gold  seekers  could  not  make  their  for¬ 
tunes,  and  many  stayed  on  as  farmers  and  artisans.  In  the 
’fifties,  the  Australian  colonies  that  already  enjoyed  represen¬ 
tative  institutions,  each  demanded  and  received  complete  re¬ 
sponsible  self-government.  But  for  the  origin  of  that  solution 
of  Imperial  relationships  we  must  look  to  the  history  of  Canada. 

In  1861  the  self-governing  colonies  on  the  continent  were: 
the  mother  colony  of  New  South  Wales;  South  Australia,  over 
whose  infancy  Sir  George  Grey  had  presided;  Victoria,  sprung 
to  sudden  greatness  through  the  gold  diggings;  and  Queens¬ 
land,  the  latest  to  separate  from  New  South  Wales.  Each  of  the 
four  democracies  was  quite  independent  of  the  other,  with  no 
legal  bond  of  union  but  the  Crown.  Together  they  numbered, 
in  the  census  of  1861,  just  over  a  million  inhabitants,  who  have 
increased  nearly  fivefold,  partly  by  immigration,  in  the  two 
generations  that  have  since  elapsed.  Van  Diemen’s  Land,  that 
had  changed  its  name  to  Tasmania,  had  also  obtained  respon¬ 
sible  government  in  the  ’fifties.  Western  Australia,  though 
a  separate  province  since  1829,  was  still  too  thinly  inhabited 
for  popular  government.  During  the  whole  nineteenth  century 
the  epic  of  the  Australian  explorer’s  struggle  with  the  wilder¬ 
ness  and  the  desert  was  going  on.  Having  conquered  the  east, 
the  explorers  were  now  continuing  their  battle  with  the  vast 
spaces  of  the  north  and  west. 

But  the  tide  of  emigration  from  England  and  Scotland 
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was  setting  strongest  of  all  to  Canada.  At  the  time  of  the  great 
Reform  Bill  as  many  as  50,000  emigrants  from  Great  Britain 
were  floated  up  the  St.  Lawrence  in  one  year.  Then,  for  a 
decade,  the  disturbed  political  state  of  the  two  Canadas  dis¬ 
couraged  immigration.  In  1837  there  were  already  a  million 
inhabitants,  and  already  the  English-speaking  outnumbered 
the  French.  The  wise  policy  of  Pitt  had  divided  Upper  or 
English  from  Lower  or  French  Canada,  and  had  endowed 
both  provinces  with  elected  Assemblies,  without  giving  to  the 
Assemblies  the  power  of  nominating  the  executive.1  These 
institutions  had  weathered  the  storm  of  invasion  in  1812,  but 
no  longer  met  the  need  of  communities  arrived  at  political 
manhood.  In  Lower  Canada  a  growing  English  minority, 
the  progressive  and  trading  part  of  the  province,  were  always 
at  loggerheads  with  the  French  Catholic  majority,  who  were 
in  turn  aggrieved  at  a  wholly  English  administration,  which 
they  thwarted  in  the  Assembly  in  every  possible  way.  Finally, 
in  1836,  the  French  Assembly  refused  supplies  and  things 

1837  rapidly  moved  to  a  crisis.  Next  year  a  rebellion  broke  out 
under  Papineau,  but  it  speedily  collapsed. 

Papineau’s  rising  proved  the  signal  for  a  rising  in  the 
upper  province.  The  English-speaking  rebels  had  indeed 
less  than  no  sympathy  with  the  French  rebels,  but  in  both 
provinces  the  revolt  was  directed  against  an  unrepresentative 
and  unsympathetic  officialdom.  In  Upper  Canada  one  of  the 
chief  grievances  was  the  ‘  clergy  reserves,’  a  vast  acreage  of 
rich  lands  kept  out  of  cultivation  as  future  endowment  for  the 
Anglican  Church,  then  in  a  small  minority  among  Scots  and 
Dissenters.  This  rebellion,  like  that  in  the  French  province, 
was  a  half-hearted  affair  and  was  easily  crushed. 

The  two  rebellions  compelled  the  mother  country  to  attend 
to  the  Canadian  problem  as  a  whole.  Melbourne’s  Government 
suspended  the  constitution  and  sent  out  Lord  Durham  as 
temporary  despot,  to  act  in  place  of  the  usual  authorities  and 

1838  to  report  on  the  real  state  of  affairs,  which  was  very  little  under¬ 
stood  in  England,  even  by  Lord  Durham  himself  when  he 
started  on  his  mission. 

The  selection  of  Durham  saved  Canada  and  the  Empire. 
His  temper  and  his  health  were  bad.  But  he  had  both  ability 
and  vision.  And  he  had  two  predispositions,  essential  to  the 
discovery  of  what  we  now  know  to  have  been  the  right  solution  : 

1  Pp.  56-59,  above,  and  map  there. 
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a  belief  in  democratic  institutions,  then  rare  among  Whig  and 
Conservative  statesmen,  and  a  belief  in  the  future  of  the  Empire 
and  of  the  Imperial  connection  then  rare  among  Radicals, 
Whigs  and  even  among  Conservatives.  He  took  with  him  two 
men  worthy  of  himself  and  of  the  occasion,  Gibbon  Wakefield 
and  young  Charles  Buller,  whose  early  death  cut  short  a  great 
career. 

Acting  in  the  spirit  of  his  instructions,  Durham  exerted 
the  plenary  powers  of  his  temporary  despotism  to  banish  cer¬ 
tain  agitators,  preferably  to  putting  them  in  prison.  His 
personal  enemy,  Lord  Brougham,  who  had  since  his  Lord- 
Chancellorship  degenerated  into  the  malicious  harlequin 
familiar  to  posterity  in  the  early  volumes  of  Punch ,  attacked 
this  action  as  illegal,  and  led  to  the  chase  the  Tory  peers  who 
hated  Durham  for  his  radicalism.  Such  an  attack  in  the  Upper 
House  would  have  been  nothing  if  the  Government  had  stood 
firm.  But  Lords  Melbourne  and  Glenelg  feebly  and  basely 
deserted  the  man  whom  they  themselves  had  chosen  as  dictator 
in  the  hour  of  need. 

It  was  a  gloomy  winter  day  for  Canada  when  Durham  left 
her  shores  in  disgrace,  but  with  the  full  sympathy  of  the 
English-speaking  population.  Everyone  now  expected  the 
worst,  and  indeed  his  recall  was  prelude  to  another  brief 
rebellion.  But  it  was  darkness  before  dawn.  Lord  John  Russell 
spoke  in  the  House  of  Commons  in  a  sense  adverse  to  the 
cowardly  betrayal  of  Durham,  and  persuaded  the  Cabinet  to 
accept  his  report. 

The  Durham  Report  of  1839,  which  took  effect  in  Russell’s 
Canada  Union  Act  of  1840,  advised  that  the  time  had  come 
for  full  responsible  government  to  be  given  to  Canada — that  is, 
that  the  executive  should  in  future  be  chosen  from  the  ranks 
of  the  majority  in  the  elected  Assembly.  This  principle  of  re¬ 
sponsible  government  was  applied  first  to  Canada,  then  to  the 
rest  of  British  North  America,  next  to  Australasia,  and  finally 
to  South  Africa.1  It  is  acknowledged  to  have  proved  the  cement 
of  Empire.  In  the  days  of  its  first  adoption  it  appeared  to 
some  statesmen,  both  Liberal  and  Conservative,  to  be  a  step 
towards  an  inevitable  friendly  parting  of  colonies  and  mother 
country.  But  this  error  in  opinion  as  to  the  future  did  not 

1  Responsible  government  was  granted  to  New  Brunswick  and  Nova 
Scotia  in  1847,  Prince  Edward’s  Island  1851,  Cape  Colony  1872,  Natal 
1893.  For  Australia,  see  p.  259,  above. 
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involve  those  who  held  it  in  mistaken  action  in  the  present. 
The  indifference  that  allowed  colonists  to  go  their  own  way, 
was  much  less  fatal  to  Imperial  unity  than  any  attempt  to 
hold  them  to  the  connection  by  force.  But  Durham  saw  his 
own  recommendations  in  their  true  light,  as  being  the  only 
possible  path  to  the  Imperial  unity  that  he  desired. 

The  other  principle  of  the  Durham  Report  and  of  the 
legislation  based  on  it  was  local  and  temporary  in  application. 
The  two  Canadas  were  thrown  together  in  one,  so  that  the 
English-speaking  majority  of  a  United  Canada  could  outvote 
the  French.  If  this  had  not  been  done,  responsible  govern¬ 
ment  might  have  been  unworkable  in  Lower  Canada,  where 
the  large  and  progressive  English  minority  were  in  no  mood 
to  have  their  interests  left  completely  in  the  control  of  inimical 
French  peasants.  The  French  were  exceedingly  angry  at  the 
Union,  and  by  no  means  regarded  Durham  as  a  liberator. 
But  the  policy  was  justified  by  its  success.  The  Union  of  the 
two  provinces  in  1840,  by  making  responsible  government 
possible,  led  to  their  re-division  in  1867,  as  part  of  a  Federa¬ 
tion  of  British  North  America,  among  whose  provinces  the 
two  Canadas  stood  as  the  chief  among  peers.1 

Before  that  consummation  could  be  reached,  a  difficult  and 
dangerous  period  had  to  be  passed  through.  The  pilot  who 
weathered  the  storm  was  Lord  Elgin,  Governor  of  Canada 
from  1847  to  1 8  54. 2  Elgin  carried  out  the  political  testament 
of  his  father-in-law,  Lord  Durham.  He  was,  indeed,  no  slavish 
imitator ;  he  made  it  his  task  to  appease  the  deep  animosity 
of  the  French,  whose  racial  feelings  Durham  had,  rightly  or 
wrongly,  felt  himself  obliged  to  disregard.  Elgin’s  insistence 
that  the  late  rebels  should  not  be  penalised,  lost  him  much 
popularity  among  the  British  loyalists.  At  the  same  time  he 
helped  the  progressive  part  of  both  the  French  and  English- 

1  One  of  the  tales  put  about  by  Brougham  was  to  the  effect  that 
Buller  wrote  the  Report  and  that  Durham  stole  the  credit.  This  story, 
which  is  about  as  just  as  to  attribute  the  victory  of  Trafalgar  exclusively 
to  Collingwood  and  Nelson’s  captains,  has  unfortunately  found  its  way,  I 
hope  not  for  ever,  into  the  Dictionary  of  National  Biography,  where  the 
very  inadequate  article  on  Durham  was  written  before  the  appearance  of 
Reid’s  Life  of  Durham.  Buller,  so  far  from  claiming  the  credit  himself, 
attributed  the  Report  to  Durham.  Like  many  other  such  documents,  the 
Report  was  the  work  of  a  chief  with  the  help  of  his  confidential  secretaries. 
In  this  case  both  chief  and  secretaries  were  far  above  the  average  of 
public  men.  See  Egerton's  Canada  (Lucas  Series)  pp.  150-1. 

s  For  the  Oregon  settlement  of  1846  with  the  United  States,  deeply 
affecting  the  future  western  development  of  Canada,  see  pp.  291-2,  below. 
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speaking  communities  to  work  together  and  to  establish  the 
tradition  of  parliamentary  self-government.  He  persuaded 
the  Whigs  at  home  to  abandon  the  ‘  clergy  reserves  ’  to  the 
Canadian  Parliament.  Canadian  parties,  to  some  extent  cut¬ 
ting  across  racial  divisions,  now  began  to  develop  a  healthy 
rivalry.  The  Liberal-Conservative  party,  under  the  leadership 
of  John  Macdonald,  hastened  the  coming  of  a  new  and  more 
hopeful  age. 

The  question  whether  Canada  would  drift  off  from  the 
Empire  into  political  connection  with  the  United  States  was 
gravely  affected,  though  never  entirely  dominated,  by  economic 
and  commercial  considerations.  In  1846  the  adoption  of  free 
trade  in  corn  by  the  mother  country  was  a  severe  blow  to 
Canadian  interests.  Fortunately  this  was  counterbalanced  by 
the  new  principle  of  complete  economic  self-government  for 
Canada,  even  to  the  extent  of  permitting  her  to  abolish  prefer¬ 
ences  for  the  mother  country.  And  in  1849  the  abolition  of 
the  Navigation  Laws  by  the  Whig  Government  opened  Canada 
to  the  commerce  of  the  world.  In  1854  Lord  Elgin  with  great 
difficulty  succeeded  in  obtaining  from  the  United  States  a 
Reciprocity  Treaty  for  a  large  measure  of  free  trade. 

The  treaty  gave  Canada  ten  years  of  internal  development 
and  content,  tending  to  allay  the  annexation  movement  during 
a  critical  decade,  and  established  good  relations  between  all 
the  countries  of  the  English-speaking  world.  Unfortunately 
the  American  Civil  War  of  1861-5,  and  the  attitude  adopted 
towards  it  by  too  many  British  statesmen  and  journalists,  put 
an  end  to  this  state  of  things,  and  in  1865  the  United  States, 
sore  with  all  things  British,  refused  to  renew  the  Canadian 
Reciprocity  Treaty.  But  by  that  time  the  economic  develop¬ 
ment  and  patriotism  of  Canada  were  capable  of  standing  the 
shock,  and  the  action  of  the  United  States,  instead  of  com¬ 
pelling  a  renewal  of  the  movement  for  annexation,  helped  on 
the  federation  of  British  North  America  in  1867. 

The  work  of  Elgin  and  Macdonald,  following  on  that  of 
Durham,  had  been  to  associate  in  men’s  minds  the  idea  of 
colonial  self-government  with  the  idea  of  the  Imperial  con¬ 
nection,  which  statesmen  of  all  parties  on  both  sides  the 
Atlantic  had  been  too  prone  to  regard  as  mutually  opposed. 
‘  These  wretched  Colonies,’  wrote  Disraeli  in  1852,  ‘  will  all 
be  independent  in  a  few  years,  and  are  a  millstone  round  our 
necks.’ 
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Lord  Elgin  thus  summed  up  his  own  work: 

‘  I  have  been  possessed  (I  use  the  word  advisedly,  for  1 
find  that  most  persons  in  England  consider  it  a  case  of  posses¬ 
sion)  with  the  idea  that  it  is  possible  to  maintain  on  this  soil 
of  North  America,  and  in  the  face  of  Republican  America, 
British  connection  and  British  institutions,  if  you  give  the 
latter  freely  and  trustingly.  Faith,  when  it  is  sincere,  is  always 
catching ;  and  I  have  imparted  this  faith  more  or  less  thoroughly 
to  all  Canadian  statesmen  with  whom  I  have  been  in  official  re¬ 
lationship  since  1848,  and  to  all  intelligent  Englishmen  with 
whom  I  have  come  into  contact  since  1850.’ 


CHAPTER  XVII 

The  Crown  after  the  Reform  Bill — Peel,  Cobden  and  the  Anti-Corn-Law 
League — Disraeli  and  the  Peelites — Beginning  of  Victorian  prosperity 
— ‘  New  Model '  Trade  Unions — The  Co-operative  movement — Chad¬ 
wick  and  Public  Health. 

During  the  reigns  of  George  III  and  George  IV  the  position 
of  the  Crown  had  been  very  strong  in  dealing  with  Parliamen¬ 
tary  Ministers  who  represented  the  borough-owners  rather 
than  the  nation.  George  III  retained,  on  the  threshold  of  the 
1800  madhouse,  enough  power  to  prevent  Pitt  from  emancipating 
1807  the  Catholics,  and  to  dismiss  the  Ministry  of  All-the-Talents. 
1830  Without  the  accident  of  the  death  of  their  enemy  George  IV, 
the  Whigs  could  not  have  taken  office  or  introduced  their 
Reform  Bill. 

That  Bill,  by  identifying  the  House  of  Commons  more 
closely  with  the  nation,  indirectly  reduced  the  power  of  the 
Crown  as  well  as  the  power  of  the  peerage.  William  IV’s 
attempt  to  dismiss  the  Whigs  and  bring  in  the  Tories  on  his 
own  account,  was  felt  to  be  an  anachronism.  At  his  request 
Nov-  Wellington  and  Peel  held  office  for  their  ‘  Hundred  Days,’  but 
!834-  could  do  nothing  more  than  advertise  the  liberal  character  of 
1835  Peel>s  new  Conservative  programme,  and  then  retire.  Al¬ 
though  the  unity  and  prestige  of  the  Whigs  had  suffered  many 
serious  shocks  in  1834,  and  although  they  were  declining  in 
popular  favour,  the  result  of  William’s  attempted  coup  de  grace 
was  to  give  them  a  majority  at  the  next  General  Election,  and  a 
lease  of  office  for  another  half-dozen  years.  They  used  their 
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restored  power  to  pass  the  radical  Municipal  Reform  Act,  and 
then  sank  into  their  long  lethargy, — employing  their  time 
mainly  in  a  useful  reform  of  the  Church  revenues.1 

The  gradual  retirement  of  the  sovereign  from  the  arena 
of  party  politics,  coinciding  with  the  accession  to  the  throne  of 
a  virtuous  and  attractive  young  lady,  obliterated  the  memory 
of  George  IV  and  a  generation  of  princes  most  of  whom  had 
won  disapproval  either  for  private  vice  and  meanness,  or  for 
public  espousal  of  anti-popular  causes,  or  on  both  counts  at 
once.  The  Crown,  on  the  head  of  Queen  Victoria,  associated  1837 
itself  in  the  public  mind  with  a  new  set  of  ideas.  Contrary  to 
expectation,  Republicanism  waned  as  popular  power  grew. 

For  some  years  after  her  accession  Queen  Victoria  was  a 
heroine  with  the  Liberals,  and  in  much  disfavour  with  the 
Conservatives.2  In  rows  about  Church  rates,  Dissenters  would 
indignantly  accuse  the  rector  of  disloyal  expressions  about  the 
beautiful  young  Queen !  This  inversion  of  parts  was  accen¬ 
tuated  by  the  curious  episode  that  goes  by  the  name  of  ‘  the 
bedchamber  question.’ 

Melbourne,  the  Whig  Premier,  if  he  did  little  else  as  a 
statesman,  indoctrinated  his  royal  pupil  in  sound  constitutional 
precepts  adapted  to  the  new  age,  which  carried  her  successfully 
through  her  long  reign.  She  liked  the  good-natured,  fatherly 
old  gentleman,  and  he  exerted  the  charm  and  wit  that  had 
made  him  famous  under  the  Regency,  to  captivate  the  mind 
of  a  girl  fresh  from  the  schoolroom.  Her  personal  friendships 
were  in  Whig  circles.  When  therefore  in  1839  the  Whigs 
were  at  last  sufficiently  aware  of  their  own  incompetence  to 
resign  after  a  bad  division,  the  Queen  looked  forward  with 
apprehension  to  changing  her  old  friends  for  the  solemn  Peel. 

He  indeed,  being  in  a  small  minority  in  the  Commons,  was 
not  at  all  anxious  to  take  office.  A  difficulty  soon  arose  between 
these  two  unwilling  parties  to  a  transaction  forced  on  them  by 


1  See  pp.  282-283,  below. 

2  The  following  passage  from  a  letter  to  the  Queen  on  her  accession, 
from  her  uncle,  the  King  of  the  Belgians,  who  had  an  intimate  knowledge 
of  English  politics,  shows  that  the  idea  of  the  sovereign’s  right  to  choose 
which  party  should  be  in  office  was  only  dying,  not  dead,  in  1837  :  ‘  The 
fact  is  that  the  present  Ministers  [the  Whigs]  are  those  who  will  serve  you 
personally  with  the  greatest  sincerity.  For  them,  as  well  as  for  the  Liberals 
at  large,  you  are  the  only  sovereign  that  offers  them  des  chances  d' existence 
et  de  duree.  Your  immediate  successor  with  the  moustaches  [Duke  of 
Cumberland]  is  enough  to  frighten  them  into  the  most  violent  attach¬ 
ment  for  you/ 
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Melbourne’s  resignation.  Peel  demanded  and  the  Queen 
refused  the  dismissal  of  two  Whig  ladies  of  her  household. 
Peel  might  perhaps  have  been  wiser  to  indulge  a  mistress 
whose  favour  he  had  yet  to  win.  But,  justly  fearful  of  Mel¬ 
bourne’s  backstairs  influence,  he  preferred  to  stand  out  for 
what  he  regarded  as  his  constitutional  rights.  The  young 
Queen  grew  excited  and  unexpectedly  obstinate.  Melbourne 
and  the  outgoing  Cabinet,  moved  by  the  distress  of  so  kind  a 
mistress,  consented  to  resume  office,  though  not  power,  for 
two  more  uneasy  years.  The  public,  with  human  weakness, 
tended  to  sympathise  with  the  Queen  on  the  ‘  bedchamber 
question,’  but  even  so  could  not  much  longer  endure  the  dregs 
of  Whig  rule.  In  1841  a  General  Election  brought  Peel  un¬ 
equivocally  into  power,  and  Queen  Victoria  was  not  long  in 
discovering  how  fortunate  she  was  in  such  a  servant. 

The  electors  of  1841,  in  showing  that  they  were  weary  of 
the  Whigs,  did  but  reflect  the  opinion  of  the  unenfranchised 
masses.  For  five  years  past  the  Whigs  had  done  nothing  but 
produce  an  annual  deficit,  and  confess  that  they  knew  no  help 
either  for  the  deficit  or  for  the  stagnation  of  trade  which 
was  its  cause.1  What  Carlyle  called  ‘  the  condition  of  the 
people  problem  ’  was  chronic  and  acute,  and  the  Whigs  had 
exhausted  their  list  of  remedies. „  It  really  lay  with  them,  as 
the  representatives  of  Liberalism  in  Parliament,  to  repeal  the 
Corn  Laws.  But  although  they  were  not  like  the  Conservatives 
returned  by  the  squires  and  farmers  to  protect  those  laws,  the 
Whig  personnel  was  too  closely  connected  with  landlord  ideas 
and  interests.  A  man  like  Palmerston  was  essentially  opposed 
to  Free  Trade  in  corn.  For  fear  of  breaking  up  their  party 
the  Whigs  refused  to  touch  the  question,  as  they  had  refused 
to  touch  Parliamentary  Reform  twenty  years  before.  And  so 
the  popular  lead  once  more  passed  over  to  the  Radicals  and  the 
Liberal-Conservatives,  in  the  days  of  Peel  no  less  than  in  the 
days  of  Canning. 

Peel,  who  had  skilfully  built  up  his  party’s  fortunes  from 
their  first  abject  condition  after  the  Reform  Bill,  was  now 
1841  supported  in  office  by  Stanley’s  vigour  in  debate  and  Sir  James 
Graham’s  high  talents  as  Minister, — these  two  having  seven 
years  before  crossed  over  from  the  Whigs  in  defence  of  Irish 

1  An  example  of  Peel’s  humour,  that  formed  a  real  side  of  his  character 
not  often  in  evidence,  was  his  description  of  the  Whig  Chancellor  of  the 
Exchequer  ‘  seated  on  an  empty  chest  by  the  side  of  bottomless  deficiencies, 
fishing  for  a  budget.' 
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Church  interests.  William  Ewart  Gladstone,  a  young  man  of 
thirty-two,  labelled,  uow  somewhat  to  his  own  discomfort, 
with  Macaulay’s  sentence  about  those  ‘  stern  and  unbending 
Tories,’  brought  his  genius  to  the  common  stock  of  the  great 
administration,  and  learnt  to  his  own  astonishment,  in  the 
apprenticeship  which  Peel  made  him  serve  in  the  Board  of 
Trade,  that  finance  and  commerce  would  absorb  him  no  less 
than  poetry  and  religion.1 

The  country,  which  these  men  were  in  a  fortunate  hour 
called  upon  to  govern,  was  sunk  very  low.  Bad  trade  in  a 
rapidly  increasing  population  meant  multitudes  ‘  sitting  en¬ 
chanted  ’  in  the  workhouse,  millions  more  starving, — ‘  clem¬ 
ming  ’  was  the  word  of  only  too  common  usage  in  the  in¬ 
dustrial  north, — in  horrible  sanitary  and  housing  conditions, 
presenting  a  sum  total  of  wretchedness  that  rendered  ‘  the 
hungry  ’forties  ’  a  memory  and  a  byword  in  years  to  come. 

Peel's  budgets  from  1842-5  proved  the  first  step  out  of 
the  morass.2  An  unscientific  revenue  tariff’  still  impeded  trade 
by  its  duties  on  exported  manufactures  and  on  imported  raw 
material.  Huskisson  had  reduced  it.  Peel  now  swept  away 
most  of  what  was  left.  The  loss  to  the  treasury  he  made  good 
by  reviving  the  income-tax,  Pitt’s  war  measure  which  had 
been  withdrawn  at  the  peace,3  owing  to  what  Castlereagh  more 
justly  than  wisely  called  people’s  ‘  ignorant  impatience  of 
taxation.’  Peel,  more  clear-sighted  on  this  point  than  the  anti- 
Corn-Law  manufacturers  of  the  north,  saw  in  the  income-tax 
the  key  that  would  unlock  the  Free  Trade  cupboard.  It  is 
doubtful  whether  Peel  would  have  been  able  to  introduce  it  in 
time  of  peace,  if  Pitt  had  not  first  introduced  it  in  time  of  war. 

The  budgets  of  1842-5  were  great  steps  in  the  direction 
of  Free  Trade.  But  since  they  only  very  slightly  reduced  the 
Corn  Duty,  they  met  with  no  serious  opposition  from  the 
Protectionist  party,  of  which  Peel  was  head.  For  the  Protection 
that  the  county  members  had  been  returned  to  support  was 
not  the  protection  of  manufactures.  For  that  matter  the  tariffs 
which  Peel  swept  away  were  revenue  tariffs  that  protected 
nothing  at  all.  Out  of  twenty  millions  raised  by  Customs 

1  Gladstone,  like  Peel  before  him,  had  taken  a  ‘  double  first '  at  Oxford, 
viz.  in  mathematics  as  well  as  in  classics. 

2  In  1842  exports  of  British  produce  had  been  forty-seven  million 
pounds, — lower  than  any  of  the  four  previous  years.  By  1846  they  had 
risen  to  fifty-seven  millions. 

s  See  p.  1S0,  above. 
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Duties  in  1840,  only  one  million  had  been  raised  on  the  plea 
of  protection  to  industry.  No  one  argued  that  any  class 
in  the  urban  community  was  benefited  by  the  Protective 
system  of  the  day.  And  the  question  of  the  Corn  Laws  was 
this — how  far  could  the  industry  of  the  town  population 
rightly  be  handicapped  in  order  to  keep  land  in  cultivation 
and  to  maintain  the  ‘  agricultural  interest  ’  ? 

The  battle  between  town  and  country  would  have  been 
more  equal  and  more  prolonged  if  the  peasantry  had  felt  their 
interest  to  coincide  with  that  of  the  landlords.  But  the  rural 
changes  of  the  last  century  had  abolished  the  yeoman  and  the 
small  farmer,  who  had  had  a  direct  interest  in  high  prices. 
The  poverty  and  starvation  of  the  agricultural  labourer  inclined 
him  to  see  his  interest  in  cheap  bread,  and  although  he  had  no 
direct  political  weight,  his  miserable  condition  was  an  effective 
argument  ad  misericordiam  for  the  anti-Corn-Law  champions, 
who  pointed  in  triumphant  pity  to  the  hollow-cheeked  serf  of 
the  fields,  and  produced  him  on  platforms  in  his  smock  frock 
to  say  ‘  I  be  protected,  and  I  be  starving.’ 1  In  the  last  years 
of  the  controversy  Cobden  persuaded  a  large  proportion  even 
of  the  farmers  that  their  advantage  lay  in  Free  Trade.  The 
‘  agricultural  interest  ’  was  not  solid.  As  a  Protectionist  party, 
it  came  dangerously  near  to  being  the  *  interest  ’  only  of  those 
who  consumed  rent  and  tithe.  But  it  possessed  the  majority 
in  both  Houses  of  Parliament. 

By  his  budgets  of  1842-5  Peel  had  done  all  he  could 
without  attacking  the  principle  of  the  Corn  Laws.  During 
those  years  he  was  gradually  converted  to  Free  Trade  in  corn, 
by  his  conscientious  study  of  the  facts,  and  by  the  economic 
arguments  which  Cobden  poured  at  him  across  the  floor  of  the 
House,  in  lucid  streams  of  reasoning,  until  the  day  came  when 
the  Prime  Minister  crumpled  up  the  notes  he  was  taking  and 
whispered  to  a  colleague  ‘  You  must  answer  this,  I  cannot.’ 

But  it  was  not  by  the  economic  facts  and  arguments  alone 
that  Cobden  converted  Peel.  In  the  anti-Corn  Law  League 
he  had  created  a  political  force  the  mere  existence  of  which 
was  an  argument  to  those  Whig  and  Tory  statesmen  who  had 

1  The  best  thing  that  the  bourgeois  opponents  of  the  Factory  Acts  (see 
pp.  247-248,  above)  had  to  say,  not  indeed  for  themselves  but  against  their 
landlord  and  farmer  critics,  was  that  the  serf  of  the  village  was  at  least  as 
wretched  as  the  serf  of  the  factory.  This  process  of  mutual  exposure  by  the 
two  classes  of  employers,  a  great  feature  of  politics  in  the  ’forties,  was  very 
useful  to  the  tertius  gaudens,  the  employee  in  town  and  country. 
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learnt  the  lesson  of  the  Reform  Bill  and  had  adapted  themselves 
to  the  spirit  of  the  age.  Among  these  Peel  was  the  foremost. 
Though  so  long  a  Tory  and  never  even  a  Canningite,  he  was 
now  in  fact  a  Liberal-Conservative,  instinctively  the  foe  of 
corruption  in  any  form,  seeking  to  preserve  British  institutions 
by  respect  for  public  opinion  and  by  careful  thought  for  the 
general  interest.  He  and  his  school  of  ‘  Peelite  ’  statesmen, 
of  whom  Gladstone  was  the  greatest,  introduced  into  the 
public  offices  a  more  conscientious  and  more  liberal  tone, 
which  was  neither  Tory  nor  Whig,  and  which  still  survives  in 
Whitehall. 

Peel,  who  had  once  denounced  the  Reform  Bill  as  revolu¬ 
tionary,  now  saw  that  it  had  not  gone  far  enough,  that  the 
Commons  House  was  still  too  much  a  house  of  landlords.  He 
began  to  be  afraid  that  if  the  Corn  Laws  were  defended  to  the 
last  moment  possible  under  the  existing  forms  of  the  Consti¬ 
tution,  the  Oueen’s  Government  would  come  into  conflict  with 
the  nation.  And  after  1832  Peel  had  had  enough  of  conflicts 
with  the  nation.  When  the  French  constitutional  monarchy 
fell  in  1848,  his  comment  was  ‘  This  comes  of  trying  to  govern 
the  country  through  a  narrow  representation  in  Parliament, 
without  regarding  the  wishes  of  those  outside.  It  is  what  this 
party  behind  me  wanted  to  do  in  the  matter  of  the  Corn  Laws, 
and  I  would  not  do  it.’ 

This  was  perfectly  true.  Nevertheless,  the  reason  why 
‘  this  party  ’  had  been  ‘  behind  ’  him  at  all  was  because  he  had 
undertaken  to  defend  the  Corn  Laws.  It  is  possible,  while 
feeling  gratitude  to  Peel,  to  understand  the  indignation  of  his 
followers  at  his  volte-face ,  the  more  so  as  he  refused  to  take 
the  Conservative  rank  and  file  into  his  confidence,  eschewed 
‘  party  meetings,’  and  seemed,  with  his  shy,  secretive  manner, 
to  hold  them  all  in  more  contempt  than  perhaps  he  did.  As 
yet  they  could  only  murmur.  But  if  ever  they  got  a  spokes¬ 
man — !  There  was  fine  combustible  stuff  among  the  squires  on 
the  back  benches,  if  someone  were  to  apply  Promethean  fire. 

The  wrath  of  the  gentlemen  of  England  was  increased  by 
the  low  and  democratic  character  of  the  organisation  to  which 
their  chief  was  about  to  submit  his  judgment  and  their  interests. 
The  anti-Corn-Law  League,  though  financed  by  ‘  leading 
firms,’  was  teaching  politics  to  the  million.  It  gave  a  powerful 
organisation  to  classes  which  had  hitherto  been  left  outside 
the  national  counsels,  except  during  those  months  when  the 


270  PEEL  AND  COBDEN 

Political  Unions  had  lined  up  behind  the  Reform  Bill.  But 
the  Political  Unions  had  been  no  more  than  a  regimentation 
of  the  inhabitants  of  certain  towns,  ready  to  act  together  in  a 
crisis.  The  League,  on  the  other  hand,  undertook  the  edu¬ 
cation  of  each  section  of  English  society,  in  town  and  village, 
up  to  the  point  of  uniting  all  in  a  common  enthusiasm  for  a 
proposition  in  economics. 

There  had  been  Chartism,  but  Chartism  had  failed,  and 
the  League  was  not  failing.  It  accomplished  the  miracle  of 
uniting  capital  and  labour.  It  combined  argument  and  emo¬ 
tion,  bringing  both  to  perfection  in  meetings  that  began  with 
Cobden  and  ended  with  Bright.  It  appealed  equally  to  self- 
interest  and  to  humanity.  In  an  age  when  political  literature 
was  limited  in  quantity  and  inferior  in  quality,  the  League, 
in  1843  alone,  distributed  nine  million  carefully  argued  tracts 
by  means  of  a  staff  of  eight  hundred  persons.  In  an  age  when 
public  meetings  were  rare,  when  finance  and  government  were 
regarded  as  mysteries  appertaining  to  the  political  families 
and  to  well-born  civil  servants,  the  League  lecturers  taught 
political  economy,  and  criticised  the  year’s  budget,  to  vast 
audiences  of  merchants  and  clerks,  artisans  and  navvies, 
farmers  and  agricultural  labourers.  The  League  not  only 
invented  modern  methods  of  political  education,  but  applied 
them  to  coerce  both  the  official  parties.  The  Whig  with  his 
proposal  for  a  ‘  fixed  duty  ’  and  the  Conservative  with  his 
‘  sliding  scale  ’  were  both  given  notice  to  quit  at  the  next 
General  Election,  and  surrendered  rather  than  try  the  event 
against  the  League  candidates.1 

No  wonder  the  League  was  denounced  as  ‘  extra-constitu¬ 
tional  ’  by  parties  in  possession  of  the  recognised  organs  of 
political  life.  Protectionists  talked  of  putting  it  down  by  law. 
Half-hearted  Free  Traders,  like  the  Whigs  and  The  Times 
newspaper — the  latest  comer  in  the  hierarchy  of  accepted 
political  institutions — were  jealous  of  it  as  a  rival  and  ashamed 
of  it  as  an  ally.  When  in  1841  the  League,  characteristically 
enough,  assembled  seven  hundred  Nonconformist  clergy  to 
bear  witness,  from  the  evidence  of  their  daily  ministrations 
in  the  slums,  to  the  material  conditions  unfavourable  to  the 
religious  life  of  the  mass  of  the  population,  The  Times  coupled 
this  ‘  drollery  ’  with  ‘  The  British  Association  for  the  Advance- 

1  The  business  men  were  at  Cobden’s  orders  buying  land  enough  to 
qualify  as  county  voters,  and  so  threaten  even  the  county  seats. 
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ment  of  Science,’  and  promised  to  4  put  an  extinguisher  on 
humbugs  ’  in  both  cases. 

Nevertheless  two  years  later  The  Times  itself,  while  still 
denouncing  ‘  gregarious  congregations  of  cant  and  cotton 
men,’  wrote  ‘  the  League  is  a  great  fact.’  That  confession, 
appearing  in  the  daily  bulletin  of  the  ultra-respectable  and 
official  classes,  caused  rage  and  exultation  now  very  barely 
imaginable.  Perhaps  the  British  Association  also  was  another 
‘  great  fact,’  borne  forward  on  the  tide  of  time,  in  spite  of  an 
able  editor’s  sense  of  the  unfitting. 

In  the  spring  of  1845  Peel  was  at  heart  a  convert  to  Free 
Trade  in  corn,  as  all  the  world  knew.  His  plan  was  at  the  next 
General  Election  to  announce  his  change  of  policy,  and  so  put 
himself  in  a  position  gradually  to  abolish  the  Corn  Laws 
without  a  betrayal  of  the  election  pledges  of  1841.  But  his 
hand  was  forced  by  a  combination  of  two  accidents,  which  had 
no  causal  connection  with  each  other,  the  Irish  potato  blight 
and  the  English  harvest  weather.  When  it  was  first  whispered 
that  Ireland  would  soon  be  in  the  grip  of  famine,  the  Pro¬ 
tectionists  could  still  hope  that  a  particularly  good  harvest  in 
England  would  enable  the  British  Islands  to  feed  themselves. 
But  a  month  of  rain  when  the  corn  was  in  the  ear  ‘  rained  away 
the  corn  laws.’ 

It  was  now  clear  that  it  would  be  physically  impossible  to 
feed  the  Irish  from  England^  and  it  was  morally  impossible 
to  allow  them  to  perish  wholesale  with  foreign  corn  waiting  to 
enter.  The  ports  of  the  United  Kingdom  must  be  opened  for 
the  emergency,  and  if  once  they  were  opened  no  statesman 
could  ever  hope  to  close  them  again  in  face  of  English  and 
Scottish  opinion.  Peel’s  Free  Trade  budgets  of  1842-5  and 
the  accompanying  revival  of  trade  had  considerably  relieved 
the  situation  in  Britain,  but  people  who  had  tasted  prosperity 
were  not  prepared  to  be  thrown  back  into  the  depths  from 
which  they  had  escaped,  by  a  sudden  scarcity  of  bread.  The 
demand  for  ‘  total  and  immediate  ’  repeal  rose  as  a  cry  of  terror. 

The  League  that  winter  entered  on  its  last,  irresistible 
campaign.  The  Whigs  swung  round  to  ‘  total  and  immediate,’ 
led  by  Lord  John  Russell,  who  had  the  strength  of  mind  to 
write  his  famous  ‘  Edinburgh  letter  ’  voicing  the  national 
demand,  without  consulting  his  more  weak-kneed  colleagues. 
They  dared  not  challenge  his  fait  accompli.  It  was  now  a 
choice  between  Peel  and  the  Whigs,  which  of  them  would 
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undertake  to  pass  a  necessary  measure  through  a  disorganised 
House  of  Commons  and  a  hostile  House  of  Lords. 

Peel  was  prepared  to  abolish  the  Corn  Laws,  and  The 
Times  prematurely  announced  that  he  was  to  meet  Parliament 
with  this  programme.1  But  Stanley  refused  to  agree,  and  Peel, 
not  being  able  to  carry  his  whole  Cabinet,  resigned.  The  task 
of  abolishing  the  Corn  Laws  fell  to  the  Whigs,  to  whom  it 
Dec.  properly  belonged.  Russell  began  the  formation  of  a  Ministry, 
1845  and  then  suddenly  threw  it  up,  ostensibly  on  the  ground  that 
Grey,  a  son  of  the  Reform  Bill  Premier,  would  not  serve  if 
Palmerston  was  allowed  to  go  back  to  the  Foreign  Office  to 
the  danger  of  European  peace.  But  Russell  could  perfectly 
well  have  formed  his  Ministry  without  Grey  or  without  Pal¬ 
merston.  And  Grey  next  year  took  office  with  Palmerston  as 
Foreign  Minister  after  all ! 

The  real  reason  why  the  Whigs  refused  to  form  a  Ministry 
was  that  they  lacked  nerve  for  the  crisis.  They  shrank  from 
the  task  of  passing  Repeal  through  the  Lords.  They  had 
indeed  Peel’s  promise  of  support,  but  since  Peel  out  of  office 
might  have  little  influence  with  the  Protectionist  peers,  the 
Whigs  might  have  to  call  in  Crown  and  people  to  pass  the 
Bill  as  in  1832.  Now  the  Whigs  were  no  longer  inspired  by 
the  spirit  of  that  time.  Though  pretending  to  be  the  popular 
party,  they  were  afraid  of  the  people.  They  had  no  wish  to  lead 
a  democratic  attack  on  the  Lords,  and  hoped  that  Peel  would 
be  able  to  pass  the  Bill  with  the  least  possible  disturbance. 

The  ‘  grand  refusal  ’  has  gone  far  to  discredit  the  later 
Whigs  with  posterity,  but  it  gave  them  twenty  years  unchal¬ 
lenged  possession  of  power.  For  it  broke  up  the  Conservative 
party. 

When  Lord  John  ‘  handed  back  with  courtesy  the  poisoned 
chalice  to  Sir  Robert,’  Peel  did  not  know  that  it  was  poisoned. 
He  came  back  cheerfully  to  the  place  behind  the  red  box 
where  he  was  so  well  fitted  to  stand.  By  the  refusal  of  the 
Whigs  to  take  office,  his  desire  to  repeal  the  Corn  Laws  him¬ 
self  had  become  a  duty  that  he  could  no  longer  avoid.2  Strong 

1  It  was  Peel’s  colleague,  Aberdeen,  who  told  The  Times  this  secret  that 
proved  half  untrue — not  Mrs.  Norton,  as  Meredith  supposed  when  he  wrote 
Diana  of  the  Crossways. 

a  Disraeli  indeed  pointed  out  that  Peel  had  wished  to  repeal  the  Corn 
Laws  himself  even  before  giving  Russell  the  chance,  and  that  only  Stanley’s 
refusal  had  caused  his  resignation  in  December  1845.  That  is  the  weakest 
point  in  Peel’s  conduct. 
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in  the  affection  of  the  people,  he  saw  before  him  many  years 
of  public  service  such  as  he  alone  could  render. 

Peel  and  Wellington  remembered  only  that  they  were  the 
servants  of  the  Crown  and  country,  and  forgot  that  they  had 
become  so  as  representatives  of  agricultural  Protection  and  the 
great  county  families.  Wellington’s  loyalty  to  Peel  and  his 
belief  that  Peel  alone  was  fit  to  govern,  are  the  more  remark¬ 
able  because  the  Duke  was  not  himself  convinced  of  the  neces¬ 
sity  of  abolishing  the  Corn  Laws.  ‘  Rotten  potatoes  have  done 
it,’  he  said;  ‘  they  put  Peel  in  his  d — d  fright.’  But  it  never 
occurred  to  him  to  desert  his  Queen  and  his  colleague  in  the 
interest  of  his  party  and  his  class.  ‘  I  did  think,’  he  told  the 
Lords,  4  that  the  formation  of  a  Government  in  which  Her 
Majesty  would  have  confidence  was  of  greater  importance 
than  any  opinion  of  any  individual  upon  the  Corn  Law  or  any 
other  law.’  So  he  pulled  his  hat  over  his  eyes,  stretched  out 
his  legs,  and  reclined  there  silent  and  fortunately  very  deaf, 
while  Noble  Lords  raved  against  the  treachery  of  their  chiefs.  ig46 
This  attitude  sufficed  to  secure  the  passage  of  the  Corn  Bill. 

The  Corn  Laws  were  abolished  in  June;  but  contrary  to 
what  had  been  the  general  expectation  when  the  session  opened 
in  January,  the  Conservative  party  was  blown  in  two  by  the 
explosion.  The  combustible  squirearchy  on  the  back  benches 
of  the  Commons  had  been  ignited  by  the  hand  of  irrespon¬ 
sible  genius.  Disraeli’s  philippics  broke  Peel’s  prestige  and  de¬ 
stroyed  his  hold  over  the  House.  When  he  tried  to  answer,  he 
was  howled  down  by  his  former  followers,  maddened  with  the 
new  wine  of  magnificent  invective.  With  his  ablest  colleagues 
all  save  Stanley  devoted  to  him,  with  the  people  in  an  ecstasy 
of  affection  and  gratitude,  Peel  was  an  outcast  in  the  House 
that  had  been  elected  to  support  him.  The  very  evening  that  June  25, 
his  Corn  Bill  passed  the  Lords,  his  Government  was  defeated  1846 
in  the  Commons  by  a  coalition  between  the  Whigs  seeking 
office  and  the  Protectionists  seeking  revenge. 

Disraeli  had  an  unanswerable  case  against  Peel  from  the 
point  of  view  of  the  betrayed  Protectionists,  and  it  was  easy 
for  him  to  share  with  genuine  passion  the  indignation  of  his 
party.  He  seems  to  have  regarded  agricultural  Protection 
rather  as  the  battle-flag  of  the  great  county  families,  than  as 
a  policy  in  economics.  He  was  on  the  side  of  the  landed 
interest,  and  believed  in  England’s  4  territorial  constitution.’ 

He  was  a  foreigner  of  genius  forcing  his  way  to  the  front  as 
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the  champion  of  a  proud  and  ancient  aristocracy  which  he 
sincerely  admired  from  the  outside.  Twenty-one  years  later, 
when  he  enfranchised  the  working-man,  he  acted  as  Peel  was 
now  acting  on  the  great  question  of  the  day, — only  he  carried 
the  operation  through  without  destroying  his  party,  because 
he  had  not  a  young  Disraeli  to  reckon  with. 

Owing  to  the  intrusion  into  British  politics  of  an  alien 
element  so  potent  and  so  incalculable  as  this  man,  the  Conser¬ 
vative  party  was  broken  up  in  1846  and  kept  out  of  office  for 
twenty  years.  Owing  to  the  same  personal  force  it  was  com¬ 
pelled  in  1867  to  accept  democracy  and  was  launched  on  a 
new  career  of  influence  and  power. 

Peel  lived  until  his  riding  accident  in  1850,  the  most 
honoured  figure  in  England  after  the  Duke  of  Wellington, 
but  he  was  never  again  in  office.  The  feud  between  the 
Peelites  and  the  rank  and  file  of  the  party  was  too  personal 
ever  to  be  healed.  The  troops  held  that  their  officers  had  sold 
the  fort ;  and  the  officers  held  that  the  troops,  led  by  a  White¬ 
chapel  drummer  boy,  had  shot  the  colonel  in  the  back. 
Graham,  Aberdeen,  Sidney  Herbert  and  Gladstone  could  never 
forgive  the  treatment  to  which  Peel  had  been  subjected,  and 
had  conceived  on  that  ground  the  strongest  aversion  for 
Disraeli,  who  now,  as  Stanley’s  second  in  command,  carried 
the  fortunes  of  the  Conservative  party.  Besides,  the  Peelites 
were  Free-Traders,  while  Stanley  and  Disraeli  continued  to 
threaten  the  country  with  a  return  to  agricultural  Protection, 
until  in  1852  they  abandoned  it  during  a  brief  attempt  to  hold 
office.  By  that  time  Peel  was  dead,  Whigs  and  Peelites  were 
no  longer  very  easily  distinguishable,  and  Gladstone  had  begun 
to  travel  by  way  of  the  Neapolitan  prisons  towards  the  Liberal¬ 
ism  of  his  later  years. 

By  the  events  of  1 845-6  the  Ten  Pound  voter  had  at  length 
asserted  his  power,  to  the  extent  of  insisting  that  the  economic 
and  financial  policy  of  the  State  should  no  longer  flout  his 
interests.  But  the  Cabinets  still  continued  to  be  drawn  exclu¬ 
sively  from  the  landowning  and  higher  professional  classes. 
Cobden  and  Bright  remained  in  perpetual  opposition ;  there 
were  few  of  their  class  and  fewer  of  their  opinions  in  the  House. 

The  world  indeed  was  changing,  but  not  yet  changed. 
The  Universities  were  reformed  by  Parliament  in  1854,  but 
without  their  emoluments  and  offices  being  opened  to  Dis¬ 
senters.  The  middle  class,  which  is  often  said  to  have  ruled 
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Victorian  England,  never  had  a  party  or  a  policy  of  its  own 
outside  commercial  questions,  and  even  in  that  sphere  its 
success  was  due  to  the  peculiar  genius  of  Cobden.  The  English 
bourgeoisie  never  developed  ‘  class-consciousness.’  Many  of 
the  beneficiaries  of  Free  Trade  became  Conservative,  and  inter¬ 
married  with  the  landed  wealth  against  which  they  had  recently 
been  tilting.  Others,  of  more  democratic  tendency,  worked 
with  Bright  to  extend  the  franchise  once  more  and  to  take 
the  working-man  into  political  partnership,  rather  on  general 
Liberal  principles  than  to  carry  out  any  special  programme. 
To  this  invitation  the  working-man  responded.  There  was 
indeed  very  little  ‘  class  war  ’  in  England  for  a  generation  after 
the  repeal  of  the  Corn  Laws. 

Agriculture  had  now  to  take  the  second  place  in  the  eco¬ 
nomic  policy  of  the  Empire.  But  the  ‘  agricultural  interest  ’  of 
landlords  and  farmers  was  still  as  far  as  possible  from  being 
ruined.  Those  who  had  been  most  angry  at  Repeal  found  many 
compensations.  For  another  generation  the  landlords  still 
drew  great  rents,  and  could  afford  to  entertain  regiments  of 
guests  in  their  country  houses.  They  were  still  piling  up 
on  an  ever  vaster  scale  structures  which  survive  too  often 
as  an  embarrassment  to  their  descendants  of  to-day.  It  was 
still  the  golden  age  of  hunting  and  shooting,  in  the  cheery 
social  atmosphere  immortalised  by  Leech’s  pictures  in  Punch 
and  Surtees’  sporting  novels.  In  county  government  there  was 
still  no  element  of  popular  election.  The  squires  still  adminis¬ 
tered  the  affairs  of  each  neighbourhood  in  their  capacity  of 
Justices  of  the  Peace.  There  were  Radicals  who  murmured, 
but  they  came  from  and  returned  to  the  towns.  Old  England 
still  survived  in  the  rural  parts. 

British  agriculture  continued  to  flourish,  and  since  it  no 
longer  depended  on  a  monopoly,  it  once  more  took  to  improved 
methods  as  in  the  eighteenth  century.  Corn  was  indeed  being 
poured  into  the  island  from  overseas,  but  prices  and  rents  kept 
up  very  fairly,  for  there  were  more  people  than  ever  to  feed, 
and  as  they  were  drawing  better  wages  they  were  eating  much 
more  meat  and  corn  per  head.1  It  was  no  longer  necessary  for 

1  Another  reason  why  the  nominal  price  of  corn  only  fell  slightly  as  a 
result  of  Repeal,  was  that  in  the  ’fifties  and  ’sixties  prices  in  general  were 
rising  owing  to  the  gold  discoveries  in  California  and  Australia,  the  Crimean 
War  and  other  causes.  The  price  of  wheat  would  have  risen  immensely  in 
England  but  for  Repeal  coming  when  it  did.  In  the  six  years  after  1846  a 
larger  quantity  of  grain  was  imported  than  had  entered  the  country  in  the 
thirty-one  years  between  Waterloo  and  Repeal. 
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two  millions  in  England  to  live  on  potatoes  and  other  food¬ 
stuffs  inferior  to  corn.  So  during  the  rest  of  Cobden’s  lifetime, 
his  agreeable  prophecy  that  town  and  country  would  flourish 
side  by  side  was  amply  fulfilled.  Only  in  the  late  ’seventies* 
when  a  fuller  development  of  America’s  resources  had  taken 
place,  when  cheap  iron  had  cheapened  sea  and  land  transport 
for  all  the  world,  food  came  pouring  into  England  in  such 
quantities  that  Disraeli’s  ancient  prophecies  of  agricultural 
distress  took  effect  in  his  old  age.1 

When  the  Corn  Laws  had  gone,  all  motive  for  further 
resistance  to  Free  Trade  had  gone  too,  so  far  as  England  was 
concerned.  No  one  troubled  to  fight  for  the  relics  of  the  Navi¬ 
gation  Laws,  for  West  Indian  sugar  or  for  the  remaining 
duties  on  raw  material.  The  idea  of  Colonial  Preference  still 
lay  buried  in  the  grave  of  Huskisson.  In  the  course  of  the  next 
fifteen  years,  the  Whigs  and  Gladstone  completed  the  logical 
edifice  of  Free  Trade,  without  meeting  any  serious  opposition. 

Partly  on  account  of  the  free  exchange  encouraged  by  the 
abolition  of  the  Corn  Laws  and  the  revenue  tariff,  partly  on 
account  of  more  general  world  movements,  a  great  develop¬ 
ment  of  trade  and  prosperity  set  in.  Railways  and  ocean 
steamers  created  a  world-market  on  a  vast  scale,  of  which 
England  alone  was  prepared  to  take  the  first  advantage.  It 
is  scarcely  an  exaggeration  to  say  that  in  the  middle  of  the 
century  the  five  continents  consisted  of  a  number  of  countries, 
all  chiefly  and  some  entirely  agricultural,  grouped  for  com¬ 
mercial  purposes  round  the  manufacturing  centre  of  England. 
The  volume  of  our  exports,  which  had  risen  from  about  forty 
millions  a  year  in  the  first  decade  of  the  century,  to  nearly  sixty 
millions  a  year  during  Peel’s  Ministry,  rose  to  two  hundred 
millions  a  year  by  1876.  At  home,  the  railway  mania,  though 
it  led  to  overspeculation  and  the  panic  of  1846,  left  the  island 
linked  up  with  an  effective  railway  system.  The  surplus  popu¬ 
lation  of  town  and  country,  recently  crowding  the  workhouses, 
were  drawn  off1  not  only  as  colonial  emigrants,  but  as  miners 
and  navvies  at  home.2 

Parallel  with  this  expansion  of  trade  and  enterprise,  the 

1  See  p.  380,  below. 

2  A  '  navvy  ’  originally  meant  an  ‘  inland  navigator,’  viz.,  a  workman 
employed  on  digging  canals;  this  class  of  labour,  partly  Irish,  chiefly 
English  agricultural  in  origin,  was  in  the  ’forties  principally  engaged  in 
constructing  the  railways. 
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conditions  of  life  for  the  working  class  at  length  underwent 
rapid  and  general  improvement.  Real  wages  rose  and  employ¬ 
ment  became  more  regular.  Conditions  improved  most  of  all 
in  the  great  organised  trades,  where  capitalism  was  replacing 
the  pettifogging  ‘  semi-capitalism  ’  with  its  mean  shifts  and 
tyrannies,  and  where  highly  organised  Trade  Unionism  was 
growing  as  the  concomitant  of  big  capital.  In  1852  the  Amal¬ 
gamated  Society  of  Engineers  came  to  be  regarded  as  the  ‘  new 
model  ’  for  the  aristocracy  of  labour.  It  was  the  union  of  a 
single  craft,  eminently  practical  in  its  aims  and  spirit,  as 
opposed  to  the  vague  idealism  of  Owen’s  defunct  ‘  Grand 
National  ’  for  all  working-men.  Various  movements  of  self- 
help  in  the  working  class,  such  as  Friendly  Societies,  were 
closely  connected  with  ‘  new  model  ’  Trade  Unionism,  which 
combined  the  function  and  finance  of  a  trade  organisation  with 
those  of  an  insurance  and  benefit  Club.  The  Friendly  benefits 
were  administered  by  the  local  branches,  and  the  strike  pay 
and  policy  by  the  Central  Executive.  An  expert  salaried 
executive  was  one  of  the  most  important  features  of  the 
‘new  model.’ 

The  Co-operative  movement,  which  has  done  so  much  all 
over  the  world  to  stop  the  exploitation  of  the  consumer  by  the 
retail  dealer,  and  to  train  the  working  classes  in  self-govern¬ 
ment  and  business  management,  originated  from  the  enterprise 
of  two  dozen  Chartist  and  Owenite  workmen  of  Rochdale, 
who  in  1844  opened  in  Toad  (T’owd)  Lane  the  store  of  the 
Rochdale  Pioneers.  It  was  a  humble  affair,  and  many  larger 
attempts  at  co-operation  had  failed.  But  these  men  chanced 
to  have  hit  on  the  right  plan  for  realising  Owen’s  dream. 
Their  rules  were — the  sale  of  goods  at  market  prices,  followed 
by  division  of  surplus  profit  among  members  in  proportion 
to  their  purchases.  This  secured  democratic  interest  in  the 
management  of  the  business,  while  eliminating  profit  at  the 
expense  of  the  consumer.  It  was  on  these  lines  that  the 
Co-operative  movement  reached  such  enormous  development 
before  the  century  closed. 

The  practical  success  of  the  movement  was  helped  in  the 
’fifties  by  the  zeal  with  which  its  idealist  aspect  was  preached 
both  by  the  Secularists  led  by  Flolyoake,  the  pupil  of  Owen, 
and  by  the  Christian  Socialists  whom  Maurice  had  inspired, 
especially  Tom  Hughes,  the  author  of  Tom  Brown's  Schooldays. 
The  attempts  of  the  shopkeepers  to  establish  a  boycott  of  the 
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movement  only  increased  its  strength.  In  the  ’seventies  the 
Co-operative  Societies  added  production  on  a  considerable  scale 
to  their  original  activities. 

The  Co-operative  movement  was  of  more  than  financial 
importance.  It  gave  many  working  people  a  sense  that  they 
also  had  ‘  a  stake  in  the  country.’  It  taught  them  business 
habits  and  mutual  self-help,  and  drew  them  together  in  societies 
that  encouraged  the  desire  for  education  and  self-improvement. 
‘  It  is,’  writes  one  of  its  historians,  *  in  its  intellectual  and  moral 
influence  upon  its  members,  even  more  than  the  financial 
savings  that  it  effects  and  encourages,  that  the  Co-operative 
movement  has  wrought  a  beneficent  revolution  among  tens  of 
thousands  of  working-class  families,  and  has  contributed  so 
largely  to  the  social  transformation  of  Great  Britain.’ 

The  movements  by  which  the  new  Britain  was  striving 
to  remedy  the  evils  attendant  on  the  Industrial  Revolution — 
Co-operation,  Factory  Laws,  Trade  Unionism,  Free  Trade 
— were  all,  like  the  Industrial  Revolution  itself,  British  in 
conception  and  origin.1 

The  reformed  legislature,  and  the  reformed  organs  of 
administration  which  it  had  created,  were  helping  on  the 
general  social  improvement.  The  State  no  longer  sat  by  with 
folded  hands.  Contemporaneously  with  the  realisation  of  Free 
Trade,  a  strong  reaction  against  the  wrong  sort  of  laissez  faire 
went  forward,  not  only  in  the  Factory  Acts,  but  in  Truck  Acts, 
Mine  Acts  and  sanitary  legislation. 

Truck  is  payment  of  wages  in  goods,  or  cash  payments 
subject  to  conditions  as  to  the  expenditure  of  the  wages.  It 
had  been  made  illegal  by  Littleton’s  Act  of  1831.  But  the 
Whigs,  though  they  have  the  credit  of  laying  down  the  prin¬ 
ciple,  had  not  provided  for  its  enforcement,  as  they  provided 
for  the  enforcement  of  the  Factory  Act  of  1833  by  the  appoint¬ 
ment  of  inspectors.  Truck  payments  had  only  been  put  on 
their  defence  by  an  Act  too  general  in  its  scope.  Many 
employers  continued  to  swindle  their  men  by  paying  them  in 
the  goods  they  produced,  or  by  forcing  them  to  purchase 
at  the  ‘  tommy-shop,’  where  rotten  goods  were  dealt  out  at 

1  So  too  was  Sir  Rowland  Hill’s  idea  of  a  postal  delivery  prepaid  by 
an  adhesive  stamp.  His  penny  postage  (1840),  unlike  some  great  British 
reforms,  ‘  ran  like  wildfire  throughout  the  civilized  world,’  increasing 
commerce,  and  enabling  the  poor,  for  the  first  time  in  the  history  of  man, 
to  communicate  with  the  loved  ones  from  whom  they  were  separated. 
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extravagant  prices.  Truck  was  fought  and  beaten  in  a  long 
struggle,  chiefly  by  the  Trade  Unions;  partly  by  the  growth 
of  larger  capitalism  that  dispensed  with  middlemen  and  had 
no  need  to  turn  to  such  mean  shifts  for  its  profit;  and  partly 
by  an  elaborate  code  of  anti-truck  legislation  for  particular 
trades.  Anti-truck  clauses  were  inserted  in  the  series  of  Acts 
that  protected  the  life  and  health  of  the  mining  population, 
beginning  with  Shaftesbury’s  Mines  Act  of  1842. 

The  principle  of  State  interference  found  another  expres¬ 
sion  in  the  Sanitary  Code  which  began  in  the  ’forties  as  a  result 
of  the  personal  efforts  of  Chadwick  of  the  Poor  Law  Com¬ 
mission.1  His  experience  on  that  unpopular  but  conscientious 
tribunal  had  revealed  to  him  the  horrors  of  housing  and  sani¬ 
tation,  and  the  close  connection  of  bad  public  health  with  the 
spread  of  pauperism.  His  energetic  exposure  of  these  evils 
compelled  the  Government  to  act. 

The  absence  of  sanitary  control  which  had  been  character¬ 
istic  of  the  nation’s  remoter  past,  had  been  continued  during 
the  first  seventy  years  of  the  Industrial  Revolution,  with 
appalling  results,  which  have  been  by  no  means  altogether 
removed  in  our  own’  day.  The  jerry-builder  and  the  thrifty 
manufacturer  in  a  hurry,  had  covered  England  with  slums; 
trout  streams  had  become  sewers;  rubbish-heaps  festered 
unregarded  till  cholera  or  some  milder  epidemic  threatened 
the  well-to-do.  The  cottages  of  the  rural  labourer  were  no  less 
disgraceful. 

After  ten  years  of  agitation  and  collection  of  evidence, 
Chadwick  secured  the  Public  Health  Act  of  1848.  This  was 
the  first  compulsory  measure  of  the  kind  imposed  on  the  local 
authorities  by  the  central  government.  A  General  Board  of 
Health  was  set  up  for  the  whole  country.  It  had  power  to 
establish  local  Boards  of  Health  wherever  there  was  not  a 
municipal  body  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  the  law. 

The  Public  Health  Act  was  the  late  beginning  of  a  great 
series  of  sanitary  reforms.  It  was  also  an  important  step  in  the 
direction  of  control  of  Local  Government  by  specialist  depart¬ 
ments  at  Whitehall,  of  which  the  Educational  Committee  of 
the  Privy  Council  and  the  Poor  Law  Board  were  other  early 
examples.  A  system  of  constant  and  delicate  interaction 
between  central  and  local  authorities  grew  up  after  the  middle 
years  of  the  nineteenth  century,  in  many  cases  through  the 

1  See  pp.  249-250,  above. 
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characteristic  English  device  of  central  ‘  grants  in  aid  ’  of  local 
rates.  This  system  has  never  been  proclaimed  as  a  discovery 
in  political  science,  but  it  became  one  of  the  most  important 
elements  of  our  State  machinery.  We  thus  managed  to  save 
from  our  own  past  what  was  good  in  the  spirit  of  local  initia¬ 
tive  and  independence,  while  compelling  all  to  come  up  to  a 
minimum  standard  insisted  on  by  the  State. 


CHAPTER  XVIII 

Evolution  in  the  Church — Parliament,  Church  and  Dissenters — Scottish 
Kirk  Disruption — Ireland,  1 830-47  :  famine  and  emigration — America 
and  the  Oregon  settlement. 

The  original  Oxford  movement,  as  might  be  expected  from 
the  place  and  time  of  its  birth,  was  scholastic  and  religious. 
In  so  far  as  it  had  any  connection  with  the  social  and  political 
sides  of  life,  the  connection  is  to  be  found  in  the  hostile  reaction 
of  the  minds  of  Keble  and  Newman  against  the  liberal  and 
utilitarian  spirit  of  the  early  ’thirties,  and  the  Whig  proposals 
to  secularise  part  of  the  property  of  the  Irish  Church.  Nur¬ 
tured  in  an  Oxford  then  very  remote  from  modern  and  secular 
influences,  they  conceived  a  new  basis  for  religious  and  eccle¬ 
siastical  conservatism  in  England.  And  the  Anglo-Catholic 
movement,  which  they  began,  was  allied,  both  in  theory  and 
practice,  with  a  social  and  political  conservatism  which  it  has 
since  very  largely  lost.  The  distance  travelled  by  Mr.  Glad¬ 
stone’s  mind  in  the  course  of  a  lifetime,  though  exceptional,  is 
symptomatic. 

In  1845  the  conversion  of  Newman  to  Rome  destroyed  his 
influence  as  the  dominant  force  in  the  University.  As  if  a  spell 
had  been  snapped,  Oxford  swung  round  to  more  secular 
interests  and  more  liberal  thought, — so  far  as  was  consistent 
with  Churchmanship,  which  was  still  a  condition  of  residence 
at  the  University.  What  had  been  the  Oxford  movement,  went 
out  into  the  world  and  became  a  pan-Anglican  movement. 
It  began  to  penetrate  the  general  body  of  the  clergy. 

It  had  not,  like  the  contemporary  Free  Church  movement 
in  Scotland,  a  hold  on  large  masses  of  laity.  It  was  not  Cuddes- 
don  but  Exeter  Hall  that  could  raise  the  winds  of  popular 
agitation.  Mid-Victorian  lay  religion,  a  very  powerful  and 
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guiding  force  in  all  classes,  was  distinctively  Protestant.  The 
great  Evangelicals,  from  the  time  of  Wilberforce  onwards,  were 
laymen,  Shaftesbury,  the  Buxtons  and  many  of  the  famous 
Anglo-Indian  soldiers  and  civilians.  But  Evangelicalism  had 
failed  to  breed  great  clerics,  and  was  more  interested  in  the 
religious  life  of  the  individual  than  in  the  Church. 

The  Anglo-Catholic  movement,  on  the  other  hand,  found 
new  motives  and  standards  for  the  clergy  as  such.  They  became 
more  distinctively  professional.  They  ceased  to  hunt,  to  shoot, 
to  sit  on  the  magistrates’  bench,  and  to  behave,  as  they  had  for 
the  last  hundred  years,  as  a  rather  more  learned  branch  of  the 
squirearchy.  They  no  longer  left  ‘  enthusiasm  ’  to  Methodists. 

With  this  new  impulse  the  Church,  from  the  ’forties 
onwards,  began  to  make  good  the  ground  she  had  lost.  She 
no  longer  regarded  the  Colonies  and  the  industrial  slums  as 
outside  her  sphere  because  they  had  not  been  provided  for  by 
the  parochial  system  of  the  seventeenth  century.  And  as  the 
clergy  came  in  contact  with  this  neglected  outer  world,  it 
naturally  did  not  appear  to  successive  generations  of  High 
Churchmen  exactly  as  the  distant  prospect  of  it  from  Oriel 
windows  had  looked  at  the  time  of  the  first  Reform  Bill. 

But  the  process  of  change  was  gradual.  In  the  ’thirties  and 
’forties  the  Church  clergy  of  all  sections  regarded  the  Chartists 
with  horror,  and  the  Tractarians  denounced  all  those  who 
taught  the  people  ‘  to  rail  against  their  rulers  and  superiors.’ 
In  the  ’fifties  a  new  movement  of  democratic  sympathy  was 
introduced  into  the  Church  by  the  Broad  Churchmen,  Fred¬ 
erick  Denison  Maurice  and  Charles  Kingsley,  whose  *  Chris¬ 
tian  Socialism,’  though  it  was  rather  what  we  should  now  call 
‘  Christian  Radicalism,’  proclaimed  the  doctrine  that  Chris¬ 
tianity  was  futile  unless  applied  to  economic  and  social  relations. 
But  for  some  time  to  come,  the  average  clergyman,  particularly 
in  the  rural  parishes,  can  hardly  be  said  to  have  had  popular 
sympathies.  In  the  ’seventies  Joseph  Arch  found  the  rural 
clergy  with  some  exceptions  actively  hostile  to  his  movement 
for  better  agricultural  wages.  The  penetration  of  the  Church 
by  the  Anglo-Catholic  movement,  and  the  change  of  attitude 
of  many  adherents  of  that  movement  to  society  and  politics, 
were  both  very  gradual.  But  they  began  when  Peel  and 
Wellington  were  consuls. 

The  renewed  activity  of  the  national  Church  was  one  of  the 
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most  important  phenomena  of  the  nineteenth  century.  The 
way  for  it  had  been  prepared  by  the  action  of  Parliament,  which 
in  1836  had  caused  ecclesiastical  revenues  to  be  redistributed. 
Church  revival  was  difficult  so  long  as  many  of  the  bishops 
and  other  dignitaries  enjoyed  extravagant  incomes  and  moved 
in  an  atmosphere  of  plurality,  nepotism  and  worldly  self- 
interest.  A  bishopric  was  often  regarded  as  an  opportunity 
not  only  to  serve  Church  and  State,  but  to  provide  handsomely 
for  family  and  clients.  The  unpopularity  of  the  Church  at  the 
end  of  the  old  Tory  regime  was  partly  due  to  the  political 
action  of  the  Bishops  in  the  House  of  Lords,  and  of  the  clergy 
on  the  magisterial  bench ;  partly  to  the  grievances  of  Dissenters ; 
partly  to  the  constant  annoyance  of  farmers  at  paying  tithes  in 
kind;  but  very  largely  to  the  unequal  distribution  of  Church 
revenues,  an  abuse  in  fact  and  exaggerated  in  common  fame. 
The  impression  left  on  the  vulgar  mind  by  the  Church  at  the 
time  of  the  first  Reform  Bill,  was  that  prelates  and  pluralists 
drank  port  and  hunted  the  fox,  while  poor  curates  worked  and 
starved. 

Like  Parliament,  Municipalities,  Universities,  endowed 
schools,  and  all  other  official  establishments,  the  Church  in 
the  eighteenth  century  had  come  to  be  regarded  too  much  as 
a  lottery  for  the  benefit  of  a  few  lucky  individuals,  and  too 
little  as  an  institution  endowed  for  a  great  public  purpose.  At 
length  a  new  age  had  come  with  new  standards.  The  hour  had 
struck  not  only  for  parliamentary  and  municipal,  but  for  eccle¬ 
siastical  and  academic  reform.  Parliament,  having  succeeded 
in  reforming  itself,  set  about  reforming  the  other  institutions 
of  the  country. 

Sir  Robert  Peel  had  in  all  things  taken  to  heart  the  lesson 
of  the  Reform  Bill.  Loyal  Churchman  as  he  was,  he  saw  that 
the  Church  must  be  helped  by  Parliament  to  set  her  house  in 
order.  It  was  no  longer  enough  for  her  to  cling  to  privilege. 
During  his  brief  tenure  of  office  in  the  winter  of  1834-5, 
which  he  employed  so  usefully  to  adumbrate  the  Conservative 
policy  of  the  future,1  he  appointed  an  Ecclesiastical  Commis¬ 
sion  to  inquire  into  Church  revenues.  His  design  was  carried 
through  by  his  Whig  successors,  with  his  constant  support, 
and  with  the  aid  of  the  leading  bishops,  but  in  face  of  the 
opposition  of  Churchmen  of  the  older  school. 

Under  these  conditions  the  Whig  government,  between 
1  See  p.  264,  above, 
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1836  and  1840,  passed  a  series  of  Church  reforms.  A  Tithe- 
commutation  Bill  pyt  an  end  to  the  quarrel  that  had  been 
renewed  in  the  English  village  every  year  since  the  Conquest 
and  beyond,  over  the  parson’s  tithe-pigs  and  sheaves.  Tithes 
were  commuted  for  a  rent-charge  made  on  all  land,  payable 
to  the  tithe-owners,  whether  clerical  or  laity.  This  was  re¬ 
garded  as  a  convenience  by  all  the  parties  concerned.  It  was 
not  strictly  speaking  a  subject  of  sectarian  or  political  con¬ 
troversy,  but  it  relieved  the  Church  of  a  heavy  load  of  un¬ 
popularity  due  to  a  system  calculated  to  cause  friction  and 
dispute. 

Another  Act  put  an  end  to  the  worst  abuses  of  plurality 
and  non-residence.  And,  above  all,  a  great  internal  redistri¬ 
bution  of  wealth  relieved  the  Church  of  much  odium,  and 
equipped  her  for  work  in  many  districts  hitherto  neglected. 
The  bishops,  some  of  whom  had  their  excessive  incomes  cut 
down,  became  stipendiaries  instead  of  great  landlords.  A  per¬ 
manent  Ecclesiastical  Commission  was  established  to  administer 
revenues. 

The  work  of  the  Ecclesiastical  Commission  was  followed 
up  by  that  of  the  Charity  Commission,  reconstituted  with  fresh 
powers  by  the  Whig  government  in  1853,  to  deal  with  non- 
ecclesiastical  Trusts.  Endowed  education  and  charity  were  in 
a  state  of  corruption  as  bad  as  anything  to  be  found  in  the 
Church.  Brougham  had  long  ago  begun  the  exposure  of  the 
facts,  as  chairman  of  the  original  Charity  Commission  of  1818. 
The  grammar-schools  were  at  length  shaken  out  of  the  torpor 
of  a  century,  and  endowments  left  for  education  or  charity 
were  no  longer  permitted  to  be  consumed  as  sinecures.1 

Although  the  Church,  with  the  help  of  her  wiser  friends 
and  leaders,  had  been  reformed  by  Act  of  Parliament  in  the 
matter  of  the  distribution  of  her  revenues,  she  maintained  her 
privileges  and  monopolies  almost  intact  between  the  first  and 
second  Reform  Bills.  It  was  largely  for  this  reason  that  the 
‘  dissidence  of  Dissent  ’  was  so  marked  a  feature  of  the  period. 
The  Dissenters,  who  believed  that  they  were  almost  as  nume¬ 
rous  as  the  Churchmen,  and  felt  themselves  to  be  daily 
growing  in  importance  and  power,  were  galled  by  the  badges 
of  inferiority  which  the  spirit  of  Church  ascendancy  still 
insisted  that  they  should  wear. 

1  See  p.  28,  above.  Readers  of  Trollope  will  remember  with  a  smile  the 
sad  case  of  The  Warden,  in  these  years  of  rigorous  inquisition. 
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Their  exclusion  from  Oxford  and  Cambridge  1  tended  to 
bar  out  their  ablest  men  from  the  higher  professional  and 
political  life  of  the  age.  This  had  the  effect  of  supplying  the 
Dissenting  bodies  with  men  of  a  very  high  type  as  preachers  and 
leaders, — able  men  embittered  by  a  sense  of  ill-usage  and  ostra¬ 
cism.  It  is  only  since  Oxford  and  Cambridge  have  been  thrown 
open  to  all  creeds,  that  men  who  would  formerly  have  been 
the  leaders  of  a  militant  Nonconformity  have  been  absorbed 
in  the  general  stream  of  national  life.  This  change  has  con¬ 
tributed  with  other  causes  to  the  diminution  of  the  Dissenting 
bodies  both  in  self-consciousness  and  power. 

The  other  chief  grievance  of  the  Dissenters,  which  affected 
a  much  greater  number  of  persons,  was  the  right  of  a  majority 
of  parishioners  to  levy  a  rate  on  all  for  the  maintenance  and 
repair  of  the  Church  fabric.  At  the  beginning  of  the  century 
this  ancient  usage  had  scarcely  been  felt  as  a  grievance,  but 
with  the  increase  of  the  Nonconformists  in  numbers  and 
importance,  it  was  resented  as  an  injustice  and  a  badge  of 
inferiority.  But  even  after  the  first  Reform  Bill  they  had  not 
the  political  power  to  overcome  the  resistance  of  the  House  of 
Lords.  In  the  middle  years  of  the  century  the  ill-feeling  engen¬ 
dered  by  local  contests  over  the  Church-rate  rendered  it  hard 
for  Churchmen  and  Dissenters  to  live  at  peace.  In  some  1500 
parishes  where  the  Dissenters  could  secure  a  majority  of  votes 
in  the  vestry,  the  rate  was  refused  altogether,  and  after  long 
disputes  in  the  law-courts  such  refusal  was  held  valid  in  law. 
But  in  parishes  where  the  recusants  were  in  a  minority,  they 
had  to  pay,  and  the  goods  of  the  more  obstinate  ‘  passive 
resisters  ’  were  sold  up. 

In  some  of  these  Church-rate  contests  in  northern  indus¬ 
trial  districts  in  the  early  days  of  Victoria,  political  and  religious 
enthusiasm  were  strangely  blended,  thousands  of  votes  were 
polled  on  each  side,  amid  scenes  recalling  the  ardours  and 
humours  of  the  Eatanswill  election.  Rival  bands  paraded  with 
music  and  party  favours,  liquor  flowed,  intimidation  and 
bribery  were  general,  and  on  some  occasions  the  military  were 
called  out  to  keep  the  peace,  as  though  in  the  streets  of  Belfast. 

The  Whig  statesmen  were  not  Dissenters,  though  they 


1  See  p.  356,  below.  In  1834  a  University  Tests  Bill  to  open  degrees  to 
British  subjects,  irrespective  of  religion,  was  passed  by  the  reformed  House 
of  Commons  by  a  large  majority,  and  thrown  out  by  the  Lords  by  a 
majority  of  102. 
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relied  on  the  Dissenting  vote.  But  they  were  for  the  most  part 
not  enthusiastic  Churchmen,  and  some,  like  Russell  and 
Palmerston,  had  inherited  or  acquired  a  decidedly  secular  point 
of  view.  They  failed  to  legislate  for  the  Dissenters  as  such, 
but  they  relieved  the  laity  from  ecclesiastical  jurisdiction  in 
testamentary  and  divorce  cases,  which  had  come  down  un¬ 
broken  from  the  Middle  Ages.  In  the  face  of  strong  opposition 
from  Gladstone,  divorce  was  made  obtainable  in  Court  by 
persons  of  moderate  means,  instead  of  being  confined,  as 
formerly,  to  people  rich  enough  to  pay  for  a  private  Act  of 
Parliament. 

The  disruption  of  the  Scottish  Church  was  more  closely 
connected  with  political  history  than  was  the  Oxford  move¬ 
ment.  It  was  directly  caused  by  the  views  on  the  relation  of 
Church  and  State  entertained  by  Sir  Robert  Peel  and  the 
British  Parliament.  But  its  ulterior  causes  and  inner  meaning 
lie  far  back  in  the  depths  of  Scottish  history  and  Scottish 
character. 

It  has  been  already  pointed  out  that  in  the  complete  absence 
of  popular  institutions,  prior  to  1832,  in  a  country  so  well 
educated  and  so  democratic  in  spirit  as  Scotland,  the  Kirk  had 
furnished  the  sole  organ  for  the  collective  life  of  the  people. 
It  has  also  been  pointed  out  that  in  the  middle  of  the  eighteenth 
century  the  Moderate  or  Latitudinarian  party  in  the  Kirk  had 
established  its  position  as  against  the  Evangelicals  who  upheld 
the  narrower  and  fiercer  tradition  of  the  Covenanters.1  In  the 
age  of  David  Hume,  Adam  Smith  and  Principal  Robertson, 
the  Moderates  successfully  protected  the  philosophers  for 
whom  the  Scotland  of  the  ‘  age  of  enlightenment  ’  was  justly 
famous.  It  was  a  victory  of  toleration  of  the  first  importance 
to  Scotland  and  to  mankind. 

The  victory  of  intellectual  freedom  had  been  won  in  part 
by  the  law  of  ‘  patronage,’  which  enabled  patrons  to  intrude 
Moderate  ministers  into  the  manses,  against  the  will  of  the 
more  fanatical  democracy  of  the  parish.2  As  a  result  of  the 
‘  intrusion  controversy,’  small  secessions  from  the  Kirk  had 
taken  place,  and  the  seceders  had  split  up  again  into  Burghers 
and  anti-Burghers,  Auld  Lichts  and  New  Lichts.  But  the 

1  P.  33,  above. 

2  Readers  of  Galt’s  Annals  of  the  Parish  will  remember  how  in  1760  the 
minister  is  '  intruded  ’  by  the  help  of  a  guard  of  soldiers. 
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secessions  were  not  yet  large  enough  to  be  dignified  by  the 
term  Disruption. 

In  Scotland  as  in  England,  Erastianism  had  been  used  to 
fight  fanaticism.  And  in  Scotland  as  in  England,  the  victorious 
Latitudinarian  party,  safe  in  possession  of  the  loaves  and  fishes, 
lost  its  vigour  and  virtue  before  the  eighteenth  century  closed. 
Like  the  contemporary  English  Church,  the  Kirk  failed  to 
take  up  the  fresh  opportunities  and  duties  of  the  changing 
age.  While  their  evangelising  spirit  languished,  the  Moderates 
lost  even  their  own  peculiar  virtue  of  tolerance,  and  under 
the  influence  of  anti-jacobinism  became  bigoted  as  well  as 
official. 

With  the  new  century,  the  Evangelical  party  in  the  Kirk 
revived,  but  without  the  old  fanaticism.  The  philosophers  had 
done  work  that  could  not  be  undone,  and  with  Walter  Scott 
as  the  national  mouthpiece  it  was  impossible  for  the  narrow 
spirit  of  earlier  ages  to  return  with  the  revival  of  their  zeal. 
The  Evangelical  party  found  in  Dr.  Thomas  Chalmers  a 
religious  leader  with  all  Knox’s  singleness  of  heart,  some  of 
his  power,  but  none  of  his  harsher  spirit.1  In  the  ensuing 
conflict  between  official  Moderatism  and  the  Evangelical  party, 

‘  patronage  ’  was  as  formerly  employed  to  intrude  Moderates 
on  unwilling  parishes.  Chalmers,  though  a  strong  Conser¬ 
vative  in  politics  and  believing  in  the  principle  of  establish¬ 
ment,  held  that  freedom  of  religion  in  Scotland  meant  the 
freedom  of  the  parish  democracy  to  choose  its  pastor,  and  in 
this  cause  he  was  ready  in  the  last  resort  to  sacrifice  the 
establishment  itself  as  of  less  importance. 

For  ten  years  after  the  Reform  Bill  Scotland  was  convulsed 
by  the  *  non-intrusion  ’  controversy.  Having  just  acquired 
political  and  municipal  self-government,  new  in  the  history 
of  their  country,  many  Scots  were  more  than  ever  determined 
to  reassert  what  they  believed  to  be  their  ancient  national  rights 
of  self-government  in  religion.  Various  attempts  at  settlement 
were  made,  like  the  Veto  Act  which,  while  permitting  appoint¬ 
ments  by  patronage,  left  the  people  a  veto  on  a  minister  whom 
1839  they  disliked.  But  the  House  of  Lords  in  its  judicial  capacity 
ruled  out  all  these  compromises,  and  reasserted  patronage  and 
intrusion  as  the  fundamental  law  of  the  land. 

The  Kirk  Assembly,  of  which  a  majority  was  now  Evan- 

1  McCrie’s  Life  of  Knox,  1812,  had  a  great  part  in  promoting  the  Evan¬ 
gelical  revival. 
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gelical,  had  no  alternative  but  to  have  recourse  to  Parliament 
for  fresh  legislation.  Their  demands  were  pitched  very  high, 
and  seemed  to  Sir  Robert  Peel  and  to  many  Conservatives 
both  in  Scotland  and  England  inconsistent  with  the  principle 
of  Church  Establishment  and  the  rights  of  the  State.  Modi¬ 
fication  of  the  existing  law  was  refused.  Then  Chalmers 
proclaimed  the  Disruption.  A  third  of  the  Scottish  clergy  fol-  1843 
lowed  him  into  the  wilderness,  giving  up  their  manses,  stipends 
and  prospects  in  life  as  their  fathers  had  done  before  them  in 
Stuart  times.  It  was  a  great  moral  act  and  had  a  heightening 
effect  on  the  life  of  Scotland,  even  among  those  who  did  not 
agree  as  to  its  necessity.  The  Free  Church  was  established  in 
parish  after  parish  in  a  zealous  rivalry  of  evangelisation  with 
the  Established  Kirk. 

In  1874  the  Establishment  itself  obtained  from  Parliament 
the  abolition  of  patronage,  the  original  ground  of  the  Disrup¬ 
tion.  In  1900  the  various  bodies  outside  the  Establishment 
were  amalgamated  in  the  United  Free  Church  of  Scotland. 

And  the  reunion  of  Established  and  Free  seems  now  (1922) 
to  be  at  hand. 

Catholic  Emancipation  and  the  coming  of  the  Whigs  to 
power  had  put  O’Connell 1  into  a  position  to  drive  bargains 
for  Ireland  at  Westminster.  Until  the  English  and  Irish 
Reform  Bills  had  passed,  he  had  the  wisdom  to  support  Grey’s  1831-2 
Ministry  even  when  it  prosecuted  him.  Grey  would  not  meet 
his  advances,  and  Edward  Stanley  as  Irish  Secretary  seemed 
to  have  a  personal  quarrel  with  the  Irish  people,  until  he  was 
removed  to  the  Colonial  Office  in  1833.  Althorp  and  Russell 
felt  differently,  and  might  have  done  something  towards  the 
conciliation  of  Ireland  if  they  had  been  allowed  to  work 
heartily  with  O’Connell.  But  many  of  their  own  colleagues 
and  supporters  disagreed,  and  the  House  of  Lords  stood  right 
across  the  path  of  conciliation. 

Meanwhile  the  rent  and  tithe  wars  were  raging  in  Ireland. 

In  Queen’s  County  alone  sixty  murders  were  committed  in 
one  year,  and  agrarian  terrorism  dominated  the  whole  province 
of  Leinster.  It  was  a  detestable  spirit,  but  it  was  not  unpro¬ 
voked.  For  the  British  Army  was  being  used  to  protect  whole¬ 
sale  evictions  by  landlords  1  clearing  ’  estates  which  they  had 
never  improved,  and  to  distrain  for  tithe  on  behalf  of  an  ‘  alien 

1  See  pp.  218-221,  above. 
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Church,’1  largely  composed  of  absentees  and  sinecurists. 
Twenty-two  Protestant  bishops  drew  £150,000  a  year,  and 
the  rest  of  the  Church  £600,000  more,  very  largely,;. from 
the  Catholic  peasants.  In  face  of  these  conditions  the  Whig 
Cabinet  was  torn  asunder  between  the  policies  of  coercion  and 
concession.  The  position  was  further  complicated  by  the 
religious  views  of  Graham  and  Stanley  as  to  the  sacredness  of 
ecclesiastical  property.  They  left  the  Cabinet  and  the  party 
on  that  issue,  when  ‘Johnnie  Russell  upset  the  coach’  by  an 
incautiously  liberal  pronouncement.  Grey’s  retirement  fol¬ 
lowed  in  a  few  months,  after  a  Cabinet  crisis  about  coercion. 

From  1835  t0  x^40  the  reprieved  Whig  Government  under 
Melbourne  was  dependent  on  O’Connell’s  parliamentary  sup¬ 
port.  They  paid  him  in  liberal  administration,  and  as  much 
liberal  legislation  as  the  House  of  Lords  would  swallow.  The 
Under-Secretary,  Thomas  Drummond,  governed  Ireland  justly, 
holding  the  balance  between  Orange  and  Catholic,  discourag¬ 
ing  informers,  and  introducing  Catholics  into  the  police  force, 
which  he  thoroughly  reformed.  But  the  good  he  could  do  in 
administration  was  hampered  by  the  repeated  refusal  of  the 
Lords  to  pass  remedial  laws.  With  difficulty  he  kept  the 
bloody  tithe  war  within  bounds,  until  in  1838  the  Whigs  at 
length  prevailed  on  Parliament  to  commute  the  direct  payment 
of  tithes  for  a  fixed  rent  charge.  So  too,  after  many  attempts 
at  Irish  Municipal  Reform,  the  Ministry  at  length  induced 
the  Lords  to  accept  the  shadow  of  such  a  measure.  O’Connell 
was  chosen  Mayor  of  Dublin  and  Catholics  began  to  appear 
on  other  local  bodies.  These  concessions  could  not,  at  that 
date,  go  far  to  reconcile  the  races,  as  they  might  have  done 
thirty  years  before.  Something  like  Gladstone’s  Church  and 
Land  Legislation  of  1868-81  was  wanted  in  the  ’thirties. 
But  England  was  always  a  generation  too  late. 

With  the  return  to  power  of  Peel  and  the  Conservatives, 
from  whom  O’Connell  had  nothing  to  hope,  he  threw  himself 
in  good  earnest  into  the  agitation  for  Repeal  of  the  Union,  or, 
as  we  should  now  term  it,  Home  Rule.  This  policy  united 
against  him  all  classes  and  parties  in  Great  Britain.  But  he 

1  Disraeli  invented  this  phrase,  in  his  penetrating  analysis  of  Irish  dis¬ 
content  in  1847.  But  in  1868  he  strove  to  defend  the  Church  he  had  thus 
condemned,  against  its  disestablishment  by  Gladstone,  who  in  1838  had 
written  the  high-flying  volume  on  Church  and  State  attacked  by  Macaulay. 
The  virtue  of  Victorian  statesmen  did  not  lie  in  their  consistency,  which 
is  perhaps  no  virtue  in  a  long  political  career. 
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worked  Catholic  Ireland  up  to  the  same  pitch  of  enthusiasm 
and  unanimity  for  Repeal  as  formerly  for  Emancipation.  Un¬ 
fortunately  he  had  not  considered  beforehand  how  the  affair 
was  to  end.  He  was  resolved,  as  always,  to  have  no  bloodshed, 
and  this  time  Peel  would  not  give  way  before  mere  agitation 
as  in  182,8.  Peel  called  O  Connell's  bluff.  When  Government 
forbade  the  monster  meeting  at  Clontarf,  to  which  all  Ireland  1843 
was  looking  forward  as  the  long-expected  crisis  of  the  whole 
movement,  O’Connell  ordered  submission.  He  was  obeyed, 
but  he  lost  in  a  day  the  confidence  of  his  people. 

The  political  influence  of  the  Liberator  had  for  some  years 
been  rivalled  and  now  began  to  be  outstripped  by  the  more 
irreconcilable  teaching  of  ‘  Young  Ireland,’  led  by  Gavan 
Duffy.  It  was  the  spirit  of  nationalism,  based  on  literature 
and  history,  like  the  contemporary  racial  movements  of  the 
Continent.  It  was  in  these  respects  the  forerunner  of  the 
Gaelic  League  and  Sinn  Fein  in  our  own  day.  But  the  appeal 
to  physical  force  attempted  in  1848  by  Smith  O’Brien  and 
Meagher,  lacked  the  fierce  efficacy  of  the  agrarian  terrorism 
of  previous  years,  met  with  no  popular  response,  and  was 
suppressed  with  ludicrous  ease  by  a  few  policemen. 

The  years  of  the  famine  were  indeed  no  time  to  prepare 
rebellions  among  people  who  had  only  the  strength  to  hold 
out  their  hands  for  food.  For  two  consecutive  seasons  the 
potato  crop  failed,  and  in  1 846  and  1847  the  common  task  was 
to  save  eight  millions  of  Irish  alive.  The  peasants,  abandoning 
their  useless  labour  in  the  fields,  squatted  on  the  roadside, 
trying  to  break  stones  for  relief  work,  and  actually  dying  of 
hunger.  Many  of  the  resident  landlords  behaved  well,  but 
some  of  the  absentee  class  continued  in  the  midst  of  this 
frightful  visitation  to  push  forward  the  wholesale  eviction  of 
their  starving  tenants.  The  British  Government  bestirred 
itself,  not  only  repealing  the  Corn  Laws  but  carrying  on  food 
distribution,  at  first  indeed  under  foolish  restrictions,  but  later 
with  increased  efficiency.  The  people  began  to  flee  for  their 
lives  to  the  United  States,  seventeen  out  of  every  hundred 
dying  on  the  voyage.  As  one  of  the  emigrant  ships  was  leaving 
Dublin  harbour,  it  met  the  vessel  that  was  carrying  back 
O’Connell’s  body  to  burial  in  Ireland.  A  bitter  cry  arose,  as  1847 
the  exiles  bade  farewell  to  the  land  they  loved,  and  to  the  man 
who  had  been  its  only  hope. 

Over  half  a  million  died  of  famine  and  pestilence.  And 
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the  steady  toll  of  emigration  to  America,  which  now  first 
became  a  habit  of  the  race,  reduced  the  population  of  Ireland 
from  eight  millions  in  1841  to  six  and  a  half  in  1851,  and  to 
less  than  four  and  a  half  in  1901.  It  is  certain  that  without 
a  considerable  reduction  in  numbers  there  could  never  have 
been  the  improvement  in  Irish  prosperity  with  which  the  cen¬ 
tury  closed.  Eight  millions  could  only  subsist  on  the  verge  of 
starvation.  But  the  manner  of  their  going  was  fatal.  Between 
1849  and  1856  as  many  as  50,000  families  were  evicted  from 
their  homes.  They  were  not  so  much  helped  to  emigrate  as 
thrust  forth  from  Ireland.  The  economic  exodus,  though  it 
was  to  a  large  extent  necessary,  took  place  under  political  and 
social  conditions  which  made  the  descendants  of  those  who 
landed  in  America  hereditary  enemies  of  Great  Britain. 

In  Peel’s  day  the  difficulties  between  the  old  country  and 
the  United  States  were  still  those  of  two  branches  of  the  same 
race  and  civilisation,  kept  apart  by  historical,  political  and 
social  differences  that  were  beginning  to  be  less  acute  as 
England  grew  more  democratic,  and  as  increased  trade  and 
more  rapid  communication  began  to  dispel  mutual  ignorance. 
A  steady  stream  of  British  working-class  immigrants  had  set 
in  to  the  United  States,  forming  a  fresh  link  between  the  two 
nations  and  confirming  the  transatlantic  belief  that  the  people 
in  Britain  ‘  were  a  very  decent  body,  shamefully  oppressed  by 
a  haughty  group  of  Peers  and  clergy,’  though  less  shamefully 
now  than  in  former  years.  In  spite  of  Castlereagh’s  great 
services  to  the  cause  of  peace  on  the  Canadian  border,  the  old 
Tory  view  of  America  had  as  a  rule  been  contemptuous, 
whereas  the  modern  Whig  was  patronising  and  the  Radical 
friendly  except  about  slavery.  In  spite  of  Martin  Chuzzlewit , 
Dickens  drew  the  ties  closer,  by  revealing  to  Americans  the 
existence  of  ‘  plain  people  ’  in  England  of  a  kind  they  could 
appreciate. 

Peel’s  Ministry  held  power  during  the  great  crisis  that 
settled  whether  the  Pacific  Coast  should  be  divided  up  without 
a  war  between  Britain  and  America.  Several  other  causes  of 
1842  dispute  were  first  cleared  away.  Aberdeen,  almost  immediately 
after  taking  over  the  Foreign  Office,  negotiated  the  Webster- 
Ashburton  Treaty,  which  settled  by  compromise  the  long 
disputed  north-east  boundary  between  Maine  and  Canada. 
He  then  began,  with  less  wisdom,  to  interfere  in  Texas  and 


‘  FIFTY-FOUR  FORTY  OR  FIGHT  ’  291 

California,  rebellious  provinces  of  Mexico,  with  a  view  to 
preventing  their  annexation  by  the  United  States.  That  he 
attempted  to  promote  slavery-abolition  in  Texas  made  him 
the  more  suspect  in  the  eyes  of  the  Southern  slave-holding 
Democrats,  then  beginning  to  dominate  American  politics. 
They  were  also  irritated  by  the  activity  of  our  fleet  in  suppress¬ 
ing  the  slave-trade,  and  accused  us  to  their  Northern  brethren 
of  using  anti-slave-trade  sentiment  as  a  stalking-horse  for  en¬ 
forcing  against  American  shipping  our  right-of-search  claims, 
of  ancient  and  unpopular  memory. 

On  the  top  of  these  distinctively  Southern  questions,  arose 
the  issue  of  the  future  of  the  north  Pacific  Coast,  then  known 
as  the  ‘  Oregon  question.’ 1  The  settlement  of  that  problem 
could  no  longer  be  postponed,  as  the  pioneers  of  both  nations 
were  coming  into  contact  on  the  disputed  ground.  Here 
American  claims  had  nothing  to  do  with  slavery,  but  they 
were  excessive.  The  war-cry  of  the  victorious  Democratic  party 
at  the  election  of  Polk  to  the  Presidency  in  1844,  was  ‘  Fifty- 
four  forty  or  fight,’  meaning  that  they  would  at  all  costs  annex 
the  whole  Pacific  Coast  up  to  the  border  of  Russian  Alaska 
at  the  latitude  of  540  40".  This  would  cut  oft'  Canada  from  the 
Western  sea. 

Between  1815  and  1847  the  population  of  the  United 
States  had  grown  from  eight  to  seventeen  millions,  but  the 
vast  immigration  of  non-English  races  was  only  just  beginning. 
America’s  claims  on  Texas,  California  and  the  north  Pacific 
Coast  were  beyond  her  momentary  needs  and  power  of  expan¬ 
sion,  but  not  beyond  her  requirements  in  the  near  future.  In 
the  ‘  roaring  ’forties,’  her  aggressive  democratic  idealism,  when 
it  registered  such  vast  territorial  claims  in  advance,  was  inspired 
by  a  wise  prophetic  instinct.  But  Canada,  too,  had  a  destiny,  and 
for  that  reason,  if  our  claim  on  the  southern  part  of  Oregon  was 
inadmissible,  so  was  that  of  the  United  States  on  the  northern 
part,  Vancouver  Island  and  the  future  British  Columbia. 

Peel  was  one  of  the  most  wisely  pacific  Ministers  that 
England  ever  had.  He  understood  that  the  social  and  econ¬ 
omic  situation  in  Great  Britain  and  Ireland  could  not  stand 
the  strain  of  a  war  with  our  chief  customer  and  the  source  of 
our  cotton  supply.  He  was  no  fratricide,  and  was  appalled  at  the 
prospect  of  war  with  America.  Nevertheless,  he  was  prepared 
to  fight  rather  than  yield  the  whole  Pacific  Coast.  Fortunately, 

1  See  pp.  178-9,  above,  and  Map  there. 
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the  American  people  did  not  really  wish  for  war  with  us. 
And  perhaps,  if  the  truth  were  known,  the  Polk  adminis¬ 
tration,  when  once  the  election  was  won,  was  not  so  very 
anxious  to  fight  in  order  to  add  more  ‘  free  ’  States  to  the 
Union,  and  so  increase  the  strength  of  the  anti-slavery  party. 

England  refrained  from  further  interference  about  Texas 
1846-8  and  California,  which  the  United  States  annexed  after  the 
Mexican  war.  And  at  the  very  moment  of  his  fall,  Peel  crowned 
his  immense  services  to  his  countrymen  and  to  the  world  by 
bringing  into  port  not  only  the  Repeal  of  the  Corn  Laws,  but 
1846  the  Oregon  Treaty,  that  settled  the  western  frontier  between 
the  British  territories  and  the  United  States.  The  boundary 
line  following  the  forty-ninth  degree  of  latitude,  which  Castle- 
reagh’s  treaty  had  carried  up  to  the  Rockies,  was  continued 
to  the  coast.  The  compromise  of  1 846  can  be  seen  on  the  map 
to-day,  securing  to  Canada  and  to  America  respectively  a  just 
development  on  the  Pacific,  and  securing  to  both  nations  the 
peace  that  has  never  been  broken  along  four  thousand  miles 
of  unguarded  frontier. 


CHAPTER  XIX 

The  abortive  revolutions,  1848-9  :  British  attitude — Palmerston — Napo¬ 
leon  III — The  Crimea  and  Florence  Nightingale. 

The  year  1848  was  the  turning-point  at  which  modern  history 
failed  to  turn.  The  military  despotisms  of  Central  Europe 
were  nearly  but  not  quite  transformed  by  a  timely  and  natural 
action  of  domestic  forces.  It  was  the  appointed  hour,  but  the 
despotisms  just  succeeded  in  surviving  it,  and  modernised 
their  methods  without  altering  their  essential  character.  The 
misfortunes  of  European  civilisation  in  our  own  day  sprang  in 
no  small  degree  from  those  far-off  events. 

In  1848  nearly  all  the  despotic  Governments  of  the  Con¬ 
tinent  were  overthrown,  but  nearly  all  recovered  power  in  the 
course  of  a  year.  The  failure  of  the  revolution  to  consolidate 
its  success  was  due  to  want  of  experience  and  wisdom  among 
its  leaders;  to  the  strife  of  constitutional  monarchists  with 
republicans  and  of  middle-class  liberals  with  socialists;  and 
finally  to  the  antagonism  of  races.  In  the  wide  dominions 
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ruled  from  Vienna,  racial  animosity  was  the  principal  cause 
first  of  the  success  .and  then  of  the  defeat  of  the  revolutionary 
movements.  Mazzini  could  persuade  each  of  the  peoples  to 
demand  its  own  freedom  and  nationality,  but  could  not  per¬ 
suade  them  to  make  common  cause,  or  to  rise  to  the  height  of 
his  idea  that  the  nations  were  complements  one  of  the  other. 

Europe  after  the  fall  of  Napoleon  was  subject  to  an  iron 
law,  often  overlooked,  but  always  in  the  end  proof  against  the 
high  aspirations  of  the  nineteenth  century — the  fact  that 
Prussia,  Russia  and  Austria  were  more  powerful  on  the  Con¬ 
tinent  than  France  and  England.  It  is  true  that  the  three 
Eastern  despotisms  acted  together  as  seldom  as  the  two 
Western  powers.  But  they  always  stood  together  on  the  vital 
question  of  Poland,  and  they  did  not  desert  one  another  in  the 
decisive  political  crisis  of  the  century.  In  1849  the  King  of 
Prussia  refused  the  request  of  the  Frankfort  Parliament  that 
he  should  take  the  lead  of  Liberal  Germany,  to  the  exclusion 
of  Austria;  while  Russia  aided  the  young  Emperor  Francis 
Joseph  to  re-establish  military  despotism  throughout  his 
Austro-Hungarian  dominions. 

The  reduction  of  Austria’s  rebellious  subjects  was  rendered 
possible  partly  by  the  aid  of  Russia,  partly  by  the  refusal  of 
the  Magyar  Parliamentarians  under  Kossuth  to  treat  the  non- 
Magyar  nationalities  of  Hungary  as  anything  better  than  subj  ect 
peoples.  That  refusal  drove  back  Slavs  and  Roumanians  into 
the  arms  of  the  despots  of  Vienna.  Kossuth,  in  his  subsequent 
exile,  was  regarded  by  his  American  and  English  sympathisers 
as  a  hero  of  liberty,  which  partly  he  was.  But  it  may  be  doubted 
whether  any  man  since  Robespierre  did  so  much  injury  to  the 
Liberal  cause.  He  deflected  the  Magyar  national  ideal  from 
liberalism  to  chauvinism.  The  Magyar  oligarchy,  crushed  in 
1849,  came  to  terms  with  their  Austrian  enemies  after  1866 
in  a  copartnership  of  dual  race  ascendancy,  and  dragged 
Austro-Hungary  to  the  final  abyss. 

In  Germany  the  course  of  the  revolution  of  1848  was  no 
more  fortunate.  The  Germans  indeed  could  more  easily  have 
been  united  on  a  basis  of  freedom.  They  had  no  race-divisions 
like  Austria-Hungary.  There  was  not,  as  in  Italy,  an  Austrian 
army  occupying  the  land,  to  suppress  every  native  movement. 
But  in  1848  Germany  was  anti-Liberal,  if  not  in  heart  and  mind, 
at  least  in  energy  and  will.  The  Parliament  of  Frankfort, 
which  was  to  have  united  her,  lacked  the  powerful  spirit  of 
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Pym  or  Franklin,  of  Mirabeau  or  of  Cavour.  If  the  King  of 
Prussia  would  not,  Germany  could  not.  Her  men  of  genius 
and  her  instincts  for  action  were  dedicated  to  other  ideals. 
She  was  destined  to  be  united,  not  in  1848  on  a  basis  of  free¬ 
dom,  but  in  1866  and  1870  on  a  basis  of  military  Kaiserdom. 

The  failure  of  1848  permanently  to  overturn  military  des¬ 
potism  in  the  centre  of  the  Continent  was  fatal  to  the  healthy 
development  of  Europe  as  a  whole.  Austria  and  Germany, 
from  their  geographic  position,  radiate  influence  on  all  sides, 
and  their  bulk  lies  athwart  the  mutual  intercourse  of  the  States 
that  surround  them.  Russia,  as  a  result  of  1849,  was  still  left 
isolated  from  contact  with  freedom.  If  Germany  had  been 
liberalised,  the  Czardom  would  ere  long  have  been  reformed. 

Italy,  on  the  other  hand,  was  not  cut  off  by  physical  causes 
from  French  and  English  influence.  Italy’s  tragedy  in  1848-9 
was  only  the  prelude  to  her  deliverance  of  1859-60.  The 
Italians  had  the  wisdom  to  learn  the  prudential  lessons  of  their 
first  failure,  without  abandoning,  as  the  Germans  did  for 
awhile,  their  faith  that  freedom  was  essential  to  true  nation¬ 
hood. 

In  France  the  issues  of  1848  were  different.  The  French 
already  enjoyed  national  unity,  Parliamentary  institutions  and 
popular  self-expression,  which  were  the  objects  of  the  revolu¬ 
tionaries  in  other  lands.  If  King  Louis  Philippe’s  bourgeois 
government  headed  by  Guizot — a  great  historian  blind  to  the 
lessons  of  history — had  had  the  sense  to  extend  the  franchise, 
there  would  have  been  no  excuse  for  revolt  in  France.  As  it 
was,  the  Government  had  against  it  the  two  rising  forces  of 
Catholic  reaction  on  the  one  side  and  working-class  aspiration 
on  the  other.  And  since  Louis  Philippe,  in  spite  of  some  rather 
gross  intrigues  in  Spain,  did  not  offer  a  spirited  foreign  policy 
to  satisfy  French  pride,  he  was  haunted  by  the  ghost  of 
Napoleon,  the  emotional  rallying-point  of  all  Frenchmen  dis¬ 
contented  with  Government.  The  monarchy  of  the  Citizen 
King  fell  in  the  uprising  of  Paris  in  February  1848,  which  gave 
the  signal  of  revolution  to  the  rest  of  Europe.1 

When,  in  the  weeks  that  followed,  the  barricades  were 
rising  in  city  after  city,  and  the  princes  of  Europe  were  flying 

1  Actually  the  revolution  of  Sicily,  January  1848,  came  first.  It  was  the 
result  largely  of  English  influence  and  sympathy.  The  rebels  against  King 
Ferdinand  (‘Bomba')  proclaimed  for  the  island  the  constitution  of  1812, 
which  Lord  William  Bentinck  had  procured  for  them  during  the  British 
occupation  in  the  time  of  the  First  Napoleon. 
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from  their  palaces,  or  hastily  signing  new  constitutions,  while 
class  was  arming  against  class,  and  race  against  race  in  the 
wild  confusion  of  universal  overturn,  the  British  people  looked 
on  at  a  spectacle  that  could  not  fail  to  interest,  but  scarcely 
seemed  to  concern  them.  The  popular  victory  over  the  Corn 
Laws  two  years  back,  and  the  far-spreading  tide  of  new  pros¬ 
perity  and  well-being  removed  all  fear  of  revolutionary  con¬ 
tagion.  The  Chartist  flame  had  been  burning  low  for  half  a 
dozen  years  past,  and  its  last  flicker  was  the  famous  procession 
to  Parliament  in  April  1848.  So  far  from  over-awing  Lords  and 
Commons,  the  incident  was  more  memorable  for  the  alacrity 
with  which  the  middle  classes  turned  out  as  special  constables, 
than  for  any  formidable  display  of  working-class  effervescence. 

As  between  the  foreign  ‘  reds  ’  and  ‘  blacks  ’  English  sym¬ 
pathies  were  divided  and  lukewarm.  It  was  difficult  to  under¬ 
stand  what  was  going  on  across  the  Channel,  but  there  was 
satisfaction  in  the  thought  that  we  were  not  as  other  nations. 
Our  social  and  political  troubles,  it  was  held,  lay  behind  us. 
wisely  solved  in  advance — by  Queen  Elizabeth,  William  of 
Orange,  Pitt,  Lord  Grey,  Mr.  Cobden  or  Sir  Robert  Peel, 
according  to  choice — and  above  all  by  the  calm  good  sense  of 
the  British  people.  In  the  middle  of  the  European  revolutions 
the  first  part  of  Macaulay’s  history  was  published,  and  attained 
at  once  a  popularity  and  influence  analogous  to  that  of  Scott, 
Byron  or  Dickens.  There  were  many  grounds  for  its  success, 
but  one  was  that  it  presented  a  reasoned  eulogy  of  Britain  and 
things  British,  as  that  age  understood  them.  Nor  could  the 
historian  resist  the  temptation  of  inserting  a  passage  proudly 
contrasting  1688  at  home  with  1848  abroad. 

This  same  feeling  of  self-satisfaction,  or  pious  thanks¬ 
giving,  underlay  the  emotions  of  Englishmen  three  years  later 
at  Prince  Albert’s  Great  Exhibition,  held  under  the  glass 
pleasure-dome  in  Hyde  Park.  The  unfortunate  Europeans, 
having  failed  to  master  our  secret  of  combining  liberty  with 
order,  were  invited,  as  a  consolation  prize,  to  come  and  admire 
the  peace,  progress  and  prosperity  of  Britain.  The  Great 
Exhibition,  the  first  of  many  such  in  all  the  capitals  of  Europe, 
began  a  new  era  of  international  trade  advertisement. 

Although  in  1848  there  had  been  English  sympathisers 
with  each  of  the  opposing  parties  on  the  Continent,  there  had 
been  no  movement  to  wage  war  on  behalf  either  of  foreign 
princes  or  of  foreign  peoples.  There  was  no  Burke  among  the 
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Conservatives  of  that  day.  And  the  more  advanced  Liberals 
were  restrained  from  the  crusading  spirit  by  the  peace  doc¬ 
trines  of  the  Manchester  school,  then  at  the  height  of  its  in¬ 
fluence  during  the  years  between  its  Corn  Law  triumph  and 
its  Crimean  catastrophe.  Mazzini,  the  noblest  of  the  many 
exiles  then  sheltering  in  our  island,  altogether  failed  to  persuade 
England  that  it  was  her  interest  as  the  leading  Liberal  power 
to  fight  for  the  victory  of  freedom  in  Europe.  But  on  the  Con¬ 
tinent  all  men  believed  that  the  sympathy  and  moral  weight 
of  Great  Britain  was,  if  not  friendly  to  the  revolutionaries, 
at  least  hostile  to  the  despots,  and  particularly  to  all  things 
Austrian.  This  impression  was  mainly  due  to  the  personal 
policy  of  the  Foreign  Minister,  Lord  Palmerston. 

Palmerston  was  very  seldom  out  of  office  between  1808 
and  1865,  but  he  never  lost  his  boyish  enjoyment  of  life.  The 
older  he  grew  in  the  Foreign  Office,  the  less  was  he  restrained 
by  its  courtesies  and  traditions.  The  awful  burden  of  public 
care  had  early  marked  Pitt  and  Peel  as  men  set  aside  from  their 
fellows.  But  Palmerston  was  untamed  by  fifty  years  of  official 
responsibility  and  routine.  This  was  part  of  the  secret  of  his 
power.  Between  the  abolition  of  the  Corn  Laws  and  the 
second  Reform  Bill,  when  serious  political  issues  were  at  a 
discount,  people  liked  to  watch  ‘  Old  Pam  ’  performing  with 
such  obvious  zest,  nonchalance  and  courage.  Here  plainly 
was  a  big  man,  yet  one  cast  in  the  common  mould,  whose 
thoughts  and  motives  everyone  could  understand,  in  contrast 
with  the  rival  enigmas  of  Disraeli  and  Gladstone. 

Palmerston  became  a  national  institution  on  his  own 
account.  Though  in  alliance  with  the  Whigs  since  1830,  he 
was  at  heart  neither  Whig,  Tory  nor  Peelite.  In  so  far  as  he 
adhered  to  the  doctrines  of  any  party,  he  may  be  said  to  have 
remained  a  follower  of  Canning.  Like  his  dead  leader,  he 
trusted  the  English  people  and  rested  his  power  on  appeals  to 
public  opinion,  while  somewhat  inconsistently  opposing  Par¬ 
liamentary  Reform.  Throughout  the  period  of  his  greatest 
influence,  he  kept  the  Whig-Liberal  party  bound  to  a  domestic 
policy  almost  as  negative  as  that  of  Walpole.  Russell’s  spas- 
1852  modic  and  half-hearted  attempts  to  extend  the  franchise,  fell 
1854  flat  on  the  indifference  of  the  public  and  the  hostility  of  his 
most  powerful  colleague.  Radicals  like  Bright,  who  were  in 
real  earnest  about  Parliamentary  Reform,  regarded  Palmer- 
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ston’s  commanding  position  in  the  counsels  of  the  Liberal 
party  as  more  fatal  to  progress  than  the  official  opposition  of 
avowed  Conservatives.  They  wished  in  vain  that  he  would 
cross  the  floor  of  the  House.  They  could  only  wait  until  he 
died,  and  he  was  an  unconscionably  long  time  about  dying. 

On  the  other  hand,  in  foreign  politics  he  was  at  once  a 
Radical  and  a  Jingo.  Whenever  there  was  a  despot  to  be 
insulted,  he  joyfully  insulted  him,  but  always  in  the  name  of 
Britain’s  power  and  renown.  He  held  it  a  disgrace  that  we 
should  not  speak  our  mind  on  Austrian  atrocities,  for  of  whom 
or  of  what  should  we  be  afraid  ?  If  a  British  subject  was  ill- 
treated,  were  it  only  a  Gibraltar  Jew  of  doubtful  honesty  like 
Don  Pacifico  in  Greece,  he  risked  a  breach  with  France  to  1850 
support  the  man’s  most  extravagant  claims,  and  appealed  to 
the  British  public  on  the  theme  of  protecting  the  ‘  Civis 
Romanus  ’  all  the  world  over.  Such  levity  was  quite  as  shock¬ 
ing  to  Peel  and  Aberdeen  as  to  Cobden  and  Bright,  and  even 
Disraeli  thought  it  misplaced.  But  Palmerston  triumphed  over 
them  all. 

He  inherited  from  Canning  the  tendency  of  his  policy,  but 
not  the  practical  wisdom  of  his  measures.  As  Foreign  Minister 
he  achieved  nothing  tangible  for  the  cause  of  liberty.1  In  1848 
his  chief  object  was  to  prevent  a  European  war.  Although  the 
year  before  he  had  sent  Lord  Minto  on  tour  through  Italy  to 
encourage  the  Liberals  there,  when  the  crisis  came  he  asked 
France  and  Charles  Albert  of  Piedmont  not  to  march  to  the 
help  of  the  Milanese  against  the  Austrians.  If  Charles  Albert 
had  taken  that  piece  of  advice,  Italy  would  never  have  been 
united  under  his  son.  Again,  in  1849  Palmerston  approved 
the  invasion  of  Hungary  by  Russia,  much  to  the  disgust  of  the 
Manchester  men,  who  thought  that  he  was  violent  when  he 
should  be  moderate,  and  acquiescent  when  he  should  protest. 

But  with  all  his  faults,  it  was  owing  to  him,  to  his  generosity 
and  to  his  open  speech,  that  Britain’s  name  was  associated  with 
the  cause  of  freedom  at  a  time  when  our  public  opinion  was 
wavering,  and  when  our  Court  and  official  influences  were 
mainly  on  the  side  of  reaction  abroad. 

In  his  conduct  at  the  Foreign  Office,  Palmerston  was  under 
the  fire  not  only  of  the  regular  Conservative  Opposition  and 
of  the  small  Manchester  group,  but  of  his  Whig  and  Peelite 

1  He  was  Prime  Minister  in  1859-60,  but  it  was  Russell  as  Foreign 
Secretary  who  helped  Cavour  through  the  crisis  that  made  Italy. 
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colleagues.  Those  of  them  who,  like  Russell,  shared  his  liberal 
sympathies,  dreaded  his  headlong  methods,  and  all  of  them 
resented  his  attempt  to  withdraw  the  Foreign  Office  from 
Cabinet  control,  and  to  make  himself  alone  answerable  to  the 
public  for  its  policy.  On  one  occasion  the  Cabinet  held  a 
special  meeting  to  forbid  him  to  receive  the  exile  Kossuth  in  his 
house,  but  could  not  prevent  him  from  openly  demonstrating 
his  sympathies,  or  from  declaring  that  a  less  popular  visitor 
to  our  land,  the  Austrian  Field-Marshal  Haynau,  flogger  of 
women,  ought  to  have  been  ‘  tossed  in  a  blanket.’ 

The  statesman  who  was  most  of  all  opposed  to  him  in 
temper  and  opinion  was  Lord  Aberdeen.  Trained  in  the  school 
first  of  Wellington,  and  then  of  Peel,  Aberdeen  was  now 
chiefly  anxious  to  maintain  the  peace  of  Europe,  which  he 
believed  could  only  be  prolonged  if  existing  boundaries  were 
respected.  An  affection  for  the  treaties  of  Vienna,  however 
laudable  from  a  Pacificist  point  of  view,  necessarily  involved 
a  friendly  neutrality  towards  Austria  and  the  despotic  cause.1 

Last  but  not  least,  Palmerston  had  to  deal  with  the  Court. 
The  Queen  had  in  1 840  married  Prince  Albert  of  Saxe-Coburg- 
Gotha.  Her  personal  sympathies,  which  she  could  seldom 
distinguish  from  her  political  inclinations,  were  instinctively 
on  the  side  of  all  German-speaking  princes.  In  her  mind, 
Milan,  Venice  and  Hungary  were  the  possessions  of  the 
Austrian  Emperor,  and  there  was  an  end  of  the  matter. 
Coached  by  Prince  Albert,  who  had  mastered  European 
politics  among  so  many  other  subjects,  she  tried  to  control 
Palmerston.  She  established  the  point  that  his  dispatches 
must  be  submitted  to  her  before  they  were  sent  off,  and  in  this 
way  she  and  her  husband,  who  were  not  afraid  of  detail  and 
hard  work,  were  able  to  contest  the  foreign  policy  of  the 
country  inch  by  inch  and  day  by  day.  But  she  had  learned 
Melbourne’s  constitutional  doctrine  thoroughly,  and  never 
attempted  to  override  her  Ministers’  policy  if  it  proved  to  be 
the  settled  determination  of  the  Cabinet  as  a  whole. 

Nevertheless,  when  the  public  began  to  find  out  that  Albert 
was  opposing  Palmerston,  there  was  a  loud  outcry  against 

1  Aberdeen,  as  Wellington’s  lieutenant,  1830-3,  had  been  very  un¬ 
pacific  in  his  hostility  to  France  and  Louis  Philippe,  while  Palmerston,  as 
Grey’s  colleague,  had  been  pacific  and  pro-French.  Later  their  parts 
were  reversed.  Aberdeen,  as  Peel’s  lieutenant,  learnt  to  love  peace  and  to 
tolerate  Louis  Philippe,  with  whom  Palmerston,  as  Whig  Foreign  Minister 
in  the  ’forties,  was  always  quarrelling. 
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the  interference  of  a  German  princeling  in  British  policy,  and 
questions  were  asked  as  to  the  constitutional  position  of  the 
Queen’s  husband.  It  was  a  subject  at  once  delicate  and  obscure. 
If  Oueen  Elizabeth  had  ever  married,  or  if  Queen  Anne’s 
husband  had  not  been  a  fool,  there  might  have  been  a  happier 
and  more  informing  precedent  than  that  afforded  by  Philip  of 
Spain.  In  this  case  the  problem  was  shelved  rather  than  solved, 
first  by  the  good  sense  of  Prince  Albert,  and  finally  by  his  death 
in  1861.  In  home  affairs  his  influence  over  the  Queen  was  on 
the  whole  liberal ;  he  greatly  admired  Peel,  was  a  strong  free¬ 
trader,  and  took  more  interest  in  scientific  and  commercial 
progress,  and  less  in  sport  and  fashion  than  was  at  all  popular 
in  the  best  society. 

Palmerston  was  the  last  man  in  the  world  to  be  brow¬ 
beaten  or  cajoled  by  royalty.  There  was  in  him  much  of  the 
aristocrat  but  nothing  of  the  snob.  Whiggish  in  his  sympathies 
with  continental  Liberalism,  he  had  developed  a  knack  of  ap¬ 
pealing  directly  to  British  popular  opinion  that  was  too  modern, 
too  ‘jingo,’  and  too  democratic  to  be  pure  Whig.  After  his 
fashion  he  stimulated  a  new  popular  interest  in  foreign  ques¬ 
tions,  and  put  the  Foreign  Office  more  directly  in  touch  with 
opinion  outside  the  circles  of  the  privileged.  Strong  in  the 
people’s  support,  he  played  on  the  whole  a  winning  game  for 
a  dozen  years  against  Court  and  colleagues.  But  he  had  several 
bad  falls  in  the  course  of  it ;  and  these  accidents  occurred  always 
when  he  had  put  himself  for  the  moment  out  of  touch  with 
popular  opinion  by  too  great  deference  to  Napoleon  III. 

His  first  great  mistake  was  when,  in  December  1851,  he 
was  too  hasty  in  expressing  approval  of  Napoleon’s  coup  d'etat . 
He  had  not  waited  to  observe  that  it  was  strongly  condemned 
not  only  by  Crown  and  Cabinet,  whom  he  was  accustomed  to 
defy,  but  by  the  people  of  England  who  alone  kept  him  in 
power.  He  had  against  him,  for  the  moment,  both  the  pro- 
Austrian  and  the  Radical  party.  Russell  seized  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  dismiss  from  the  Foreign  Office  a  colleague  who  was 
attempting  to  become  a  dictator.  But  only  two  months  after¬ 
wards  Palmerston  was  boasting  that  he  had  ‘  had  his  tit  for  tat 
with  John  Russell  ’  by  turning  out  the  Whigs.  After  a  brief 
interlude  of  Conservative  government  in  1852,  Aberdeen’s 
Whig-Peelite  coalition  received  Palmerston  back  into  the 
ministerial  fold,  in  time  for  him  to  help  to  make  the  Crimean 
War. 
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By  the  coup  d'etat ,  Louis  Napoleon,  nephew  of  Napoleon  I 
and  President  of  the  French  Republic,  usurped  despotic 
authority,  and  shortly  afterwards  became  Emperor  with  the 
title  of  Napoleon  III.  It  is  at  least  arguable  that  something 
analogous  to  the  coup  d'etat  was  unavoidable.  The  reactionary 
Chamber  which  it  overthrew  was  a  danger  to  the  State :  it  was 
clinging  to  power  after  it  had  lost  popularity,  like  the  Rump 
when  dismissed  by  Oliver.  And  Napoleon  in  the  early  part 
of  his  reign  as  Emperor  was  a  good  deal  more  popular  than 
Cromwell  ever  was  as  Protector.  He  had  thrust  himself  in 
between  the  Reactionary  and  Republican  parties,  neither  of 
whom  really  stood  on  a  broad  basis  of  public  opinion,  and  both 
of  whom  acquiesced  sulkily  in  his  usurpation  because  they 
hated  each  other  worse  than  either  hated  him.  On  the  one  side 
the  new  Emperor  represented  the  Catholic  and  anti-socialist 
reaction  that  followed  on  the  events  of  1848,  while  on  the 
other  he  gave  security  against  the  more  extreme  forms  of 
reaction  after  which  the  Royalist  parties  hankered.  He  stood 
for  the  equality  of  all  Frenchmen  under  government,  which 
they  valued  more  than  freedom. 

Nevertheless  the  coup  d'etat ,  accompanied  as  it  was  by  a 
wholly  unnecessary  slaughter  in  the  streets  of  Paris  resulting 
from  military  mismanagement,  destroyed  Napoleon’s  preten¬ 
sions  to  a  moral  position  before  the  world.  Now  in  some 
respects  he  aspired  to  a  moral  position,  and  he  certainly  needed 
one  more  than  his  uncle,  who  had  had  so  many  other  resources. 
In  his  lifetime  few  gave  credit  to  this  ‘  cut-purse  of  the  Empire r 
for  the  idealism  and  philanthropy  that  were  blended  with  his 
inordinate  personal  ambition. 

Like  his  uncle,  Napoleon  III  appealed  to  the  average 
Frenchman  against  the  extreme  parties  in  the  State.  And 
like  his  uncle  he  appealed  to  the  professional  feeling  of  the 
soldiers,  and  to  the  national  desire  for  glory.  A  spirited  foreign 
policy  was  essential  to  any  Napoleonic  regime.  But  was  it  to  be 
conducted  in  the  Liberal  or  the  Catholic  interest  ?  He  himself, 
a  partisan  by  conviction  of  nationality  and  progress,  preferred 
to  fight  in  Liberal  causes;  but  his  wife  and  chief  supporters 
wanted  Catholic  crusades.  His  twofold  interference  in  Italy, 
against  Austria  but  on  behalf  of  the  Pope,  was  a  self-contra¬ 
diction  ultimately  fatal  to  France.  Those  who  feel  equally 
bound  to  fight  on  both  sides  of  a  quarrel  would  find  it  safer, 
from  a  selfish  point  of  view,  to  stay  at  home. 
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But  on  one  point  he  was  determined.  He  would  never 
quarrel  with  England.  A  great  student  of  history,  he  had 
underlined  for  his  own  avoidance  those  of  his  uncle’s  mistakes 
which  he  was  wise  enough  to  detect.  He  read  that  hostility  to 
England  had  lost  France  her  colonies,  and  had  in  the  end 
destroyed  the  Napoleonic  power.  Since  he  aspired  to  recon¬ 
struct  a  colonial  empire  in  Africa  and  America,  as  well  as  to 
make  France  the  leading  country  in  Europe,  he  regarded  it 
as  a  first  condition  that  he  should  be  friends  with  England. 
The  weakness  of  the  scheme,  which  became  apparent  in  the 
last  half  of  his  reign,  was  that  in  so  far  as  he  succeeded  in  his 
Colonial  and  European  projects,  England  was  sure  to  become 
jealous.  Her  hearty  alliance  could  not  be  given  to  a  Power 
that  aspired  to  primacy. 

Though  there  was  often  talk  of  war,  England  never  came 
to  blows  with  Napoleon.  But  the  English  would  never  believe 
that  he  honestly  meant  them  well,  though  history  has  proved 
it  in  the  retrospect.  The  very  name  of  Napoleonic  Empire 
frightened  us.  Even  if  we  could  have  trusted  him  personally — 
and  it  was  not  easy  to  trust  the  author  of  the  coup  d'etat — we 
could  not  see  the  Colonial  and  European  power  of  France 
increasing  year  by  year  without  grave  misgivings  about  the 
future.  Who  could  guarantee  the  attitude  of  the  next  em¬ 
peror  ?  Even  those  Englishmen  who  knew  enough  of  Napo¬ 
leon  to  trust  him,  believed  that  France  loved  us  little.  The 
traditional  feud  with  England  had  not  yet  been  overlaid  by  a 
fiercer  hatred  of  the  Germans.  Napoleon’s  life  seemed  our 
only  security.  So  when  Cobden  and  Bright  preached  confidence 
in  French  intentions,  they  only  occasionally  carried  conviction. 

But  in  the  early  ’fifties  there  was  another  Power  whom  we 
feared  and  distrusted  even  more  than  France.  Since  the  inter¬ 
ference  of  the  Czar  Nicholas  in  Hungary  in  1849,  the  shadow 
of  Russia  seemed  to  lie  over  Europe  as  well  as  over  Asia. 
Napoleon,  who  was  looking  out  for  an  adventure,  was  anxious 
to  draw  England  along  with  him,  for  if  not  herself  involved 
in  any  enterprise  he  might  undertake  she  would  certainly  sus¬ 
pect  and  oppose  it.  He  saw  his  opportunity  in  an  anti-Russian 
alliance,  which  was  the  more  attractive  to  him  as  he  had  a 
personal  score  to  pay  off  against  Nicholas. 

So  in  1853  we  had  to  choose  between  our  two  bugbears — 
the  Emperor  Napoleon  and  the  Czar — both  of  whom  sought 
our  friendship.  The  Balance  of  Power,  according  to  the  British 
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view  of  that  decade,  was  threatened  by  France  and  by  Russia 
severally.  When  Bright  said  that  the  Balance  of  Power  was  a 
fetish,  he  was  wrong  in  theory  if  he  held  it  to  be  a  thing  in¬ 
different,  but  right  in  practice  because  the  balance  then  actu¬ 
ally  existed  if  we  had  been  content  to  leave  well  alone.  Our 
difficulty  in  deciding  whether  France  or  Russia  was  the  danger, 
showed  how  nicely  adjusted  the  balance  really  was. 

It  is  impossible  to  seek  the  real  causes  of  the  Crimean  War 
in  its  ostensible  object,  for  the  terms  of  settlement  between 
Russia  and  Turkey,  which  we  ourselves  proposed  in  the 
‘  Vienna  note  ’  of  July  1853,  were  accepted  by  the  Czar  and 
refused  by  the  Sultan!  The  Turk  rejected  our  terms  at  the 
unofficial  prompting  of  our  own  Ambassador  at  Constanti¬ 
nople,  Lord  Stratford  de  Redcliffe.  So  far  as  England  was 
concerned,  Stratford  engineered  the  war  with  Russia,  contrary 
to  the  policy  of  the  peace-loving  Premier,  Lord  Aberdeen,  but 
ultimately  with  the  support  of  his  colleagues,  Palmerston  and 
Russell. 

Although  one  result  of  the  war  was  to  prolong  Turkish 
rule  over  the  Christian  races  of  the  Balkans,1  the  motive  of  the 
war  was  not  love  of  the  Turks,  to  whom  we  were  indifferent. 
The  motives  were,  first  a  desire  for  warlike  adventure  that 
seized  the  English  people  after  forty  years  of  peace,  a  mood  that 
involved  a  very  dangerous  doctrine  of  war  for  war’s  sake, 
clearly  stated  at  the  time  in  Tennyson’s  ‘  Maud  the  pacific 
ideals  of  the  Great  Exhibition  of  three  years  before  were 
thrown  to  the  winds,  and  it  was  said  that  what  England  wanted 
was  not  ‘  a  good  peace  ’  but  ‘  a  good  war.’  The  second  motive 
was  the  theory  of  the  Balance  of  Power,  and  a  belief  that 
Europe  and  Asia  were  in  danger  of  Russian  aggression; 
Russell  told  the  House  of  Commons  that  we  were  fighting 
‘  to  maintain  the  independence  of  Germany,  and  of  all  Euro¬ 
pean  nations.’  The  third  motive,  not  entirely  distinguishable 
from  the  second,  was  the  Liberal  hatred  of  the  ‘  Cossack  Czar,’ 
his  tyranny  over  the  Poles  and  his  reactionary  influence  in 
Europe,  especially  his  suppression  of  Hungarian  liberties.  It 
is  true  that  Palmerston  had  at  the  time  condoned  his  inter- 

1  In  the  first  months  of  1853,  before  the  events  leading  to  the  war  had 
shaped  themselves,  the  Czar  Nicholas  had  talked  to  our  Ambassador  at 
St.  Petersburg  about  Turkey  as  ‘  the  sick  man,’  for  whose  certain  death 
provision  must  be  made.  He  proposed  that  England  should  take  Egypt, 
and  that  Servia  and  Bulgaria  should  be  independent  principalities.  The 
proposal  was  rejected  as  highly  immoral. 
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ference  in  Hungary,  and  that  our  statesmen  refused  to  hold 
out  any  hopes  to  Poland  in  connection  with  the  war.  But  the 
belief  that  we  were  fighting  for  liberty  was  genuine  among  the 
British  people. 

Nor  can  it  be  denied  that  the  war  helped  in  the  long  run 
to  liberate  Italy,  for  it  drove  Russia  out  of  Central  European 
politics,  and  enhanced  the  influence  of  France.  In  this  sense 
the  blood  shed  in  the  Crimea  was  not  shed  in  vain,  though 
Balkan  Christians  might  have  had  a  different  point  of  view. 
But  the  results  so  advantageous  for  Italy  came  about  as  much 
by  chance  as  by  design.  For  at  the  beginning  of  the  war  we 
made  every  endeavour  to  induce  Austria  to  fight  on  our  side, 
and  if  Austria  had  consented,  it  would  have  been  more  difficult 
for  France  and  England  a  few  years  later  to  take  a  leading  part 
in  depriving  her  of  her  Italian  possessions.  As  it  was,  Austria’s 
neutrality  left  her  isolated  during  the  next  critical  decade,  for 
it  alienated  not  only  France  and  England,  but  Russia,  who 
had  also  claimed  the  help  of  Francis  Joseph  in  return  for  the 
Hungarian  campaign  of  1849. 

When  Austria  refused  to  join  us,  Count  Cavour,  the  ablest 
of  European  statesmen,  already  Prime  Minister  of  young  King 
Victor  Emmanuel  of  Piedmont,  stepped  into  Austria’s  place, 
and  sent  the  Bersaglieri  to  fight  by  the  side  of  the  French  and 
British  Guards  before  Sebastopol.  The  one  man  besides  Napo¬ 
leon  III  who  really  knew  what  he  was  doing  in  the  whole 
affair,  the  Minister  of  this  little  State  with  a  population  of  five 
millions,  secured  to  the  Crimean  War  a  Liberal  character  and 
Liberal  consequences,  which  it  would  certainly  not  have  had 
if  our  statesmen  had  succeeded  in  their  efforts  to  persuade 
Austria  to  take  part. 

The  capture  of  Sebastopol,  the  great  Crimean  arsenal  from 
which  the  Russian  fleets  dominated  the  Black  Sea,  was  chosen 
as  the  allied  objective.  It  was  attained  after  a  year’s  campaign 
and  siege.  This  constituted  practically  all  the  war,  except  a 
futile  naval  expedition  to  the  Baltic,  and  the  gallant  but  finally 
unsuccessful  defence  of  Kars  in  Armenia,  by  the  Turks  under 
the  Englishman  Fenwick  Williams. 

Sebastopol  would  have  been  taken  within  a  few  days  of  the 
landing  of  the  French  and  English  in  the  Crimea,  if  they  had 
chosen  to  march  into  it  at  once  from  the  north.  But  the  French 
general,  St.  Arnaud,  who  surpassed  Lord  Raglan  in  incom- 
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petence,  insisted,  even  after  the  initial  victory  of  the  Alma, 
Sept,  that  the  allies  should  march  round  the  fortress  to  the  south 
1854  side  and  begin  a  siege  in  form.  The  enemy  were  given  time 
to  throw  in  reinforcements,  and  to  prepare  the  defence  works 
under  the  great  engineer  Todleben. 

The  besiegers  were  soon  put  on  the  defensive.  They  were 
unable  to  invest  the  town  from  more  than  one  side,  and  were 
outnumbered  by  the  arrival  of  fresh  Russian  field  armies.  The 
British,  on  the  right,  were  most  exposed  to  the  attacks  of  these 
Oct  -  forces,  and  bore  the  brunt  of  the  defensive  battles  of  Balaclava 

Nov. 


and  Inkerman.  The  first  of  these,  celebrated  for  two  gallant 
cavalry  charges  commemorated  by  Tennyson,  and  the  second 
consisting  of  a  desperate  infantry  action  at  close  quarters  in 
the  mists  of  a  November  dawn,  demonstrated  that  the  British 
soldier  could  fight  as  well  as  ever.  But  he  was  without  tents, 
huts,  knapsacks,  healthy  food  or  the  most  elementary  medical 
provision.  The  little  British  army  nearly  disappeared  in 
the  ‘  Crimean  winter,’  as  a  result  of  the  breakdown  of 
organised  supply  and  transport.  The  French,  and  the  Italians 
when  they  subsequently  arrived,  were  better  off  in  these 
respects.  The  Russians,  with  whom  official  incompetence  was 
a  matter  of  course,  were  perishing  by  myriads  on  the  long 
route  marches  to  the  Crimea. 

That  a  nation  leading  the  world  in  new  methods  of  indus¬ 
trial  organisation  should  be  unable  to  provide  for  twenty 
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thousand  soldiers  half  a  dozen  miles  distant  from  her  fleet  in 
the  port  of  Balaclava,  would  be  incredible  without  some  know¬ 
ledge  of  the  army  and  the  army  chiefs  of  that  time.  The  breath 
of  reform,  which  was  transmuting  commerce,  Parliament, 
Municipalities,  Church  and  education,  had  left  the  army  un¬ 
touched.  The  services  which  the  army  had  rendered  against 
Napoleon  seemed  to  imply  that  it  needed  no  reform.  And  the 
pacific  atmosphere  of  the  intervening  age  drew  away  public 
attention  from  things  military.  The  Duke  of  Wellington,  who 
died  in  1852,  had  been  Commander-in-Chief  for  many  years, 
and  had  used  his  matchless  authority  to  preserve  the  army  in 
all  things  as  like  as  possible  to  the  great  instrument  with  which 
he  had  conquered  Napoleon.  While  the  arts  of  peace  were 
being  revolutionised  by  ever  new  devices  in  machinery  and 
organisation,  the  Duke  saw  to  it  that  the  cannon,  the  muskets, 
the  drill,  the  discipline,  and  the  strategy  of  war  remained 
unchanged.  Even  abuses,  like  the  purchase  of  commissions 
and  the  overlapping  of  authorities  were  as  dear  to  him  as  to 
the  smaller  men  around  him.  The  efficient  staff  and  the  good 
generals  who  had  served  him  in  the  Peninsula  had  disappeared, 
and  no  effort  had  been  made  to  train  their  successors.  For¬ 
tunately  the  splendid  regimental  traditions  which  were  the  great 
bequest  of  Wellington’s  campaigns,  remained  over  to  save  us 
in  the  Crimea  and  to  be  transmitted  with  fresh  honours — the 
names  of  Alma  and  Inkerman  added  on  the  flags  to  those  of 
Vitoria  and  Waterloo — to  keep  alive  in  the  records  of  the  regi¬ 
ments  the  soul  of  an  army  not  accustomed  to  yield. 

The  deficiencies  in  military  preparation  were  due  both  to 
the  obscurantist  spirit  of  the  Horse  Guards  and  the  War 
Office,  and  to  the  economic  spirit  of  the  Treasury  and  the 
Dublic.  One  thing  the  Duke  had  been  asking  for  during  the 
'ast  years  of  his  life — a  larger  army.  And  Ministry  after 
Ministry,  in  full  accord  with  the  general  sentiment,  had  re¬ 
fused  it.  Nor  did  the  Duke,  who  did  not  believe  in  democracy 
or  in  journalism,  ever  willingly  head  an  agitation  to  educate 
public  opinion.1 

That  age  enjoyed  a  blessing  of  which  ours  has  known  too 
little — freedom  from  competitive  armaments.  It  could  scarcely 

1  The  fact  that  the  Duke  was  asking  for  an  army  increase  only  came  out 
in  1847  because  one  of  the  Duke’s  letters  was  published,  much  to  his  indig¬ 
nation.  There  was  a  momentary  panic,  but  the  Ministry  and  public  found 
in  the  fall  of  Louis  Philippe  a  good  excuse  for  abandoning  an  increased 
army  budget. 
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then  expect  military  efficiency  when  war  came  at  last.  After  all 
it  did  not  very  much  matter  if  many  of  the  regiments  still  used 
smooth-bore  muskets,  even  though  the  value  of  rifles  in  war  had 
been  demonstrated  over  and  over  again  for  nearly  a  hundred 
years  past.  There  was  security  in  the  fact  that  other  powers 
were  equally  improvident.  The  philosopher  may  well  regret 
that  the  nations  did  not  agree  to  go  on  fighting  with  smooth¬ 
bores  for  yet  another  century! 

It  was  not,  however,  necessary  that  our  whole  army  should 
perish  in  the  trenches  before  Sebastopol  for  want  of  shelter, 
clothes,  food  and  medicine.  The  remnants  of  the  force  were 
saved,  reinforced  and  supplied  owing  to  two  developments 
characteristic  of  the  new  age.  One  was  the  newspaper  corre¬ 
spondent,  a  person  unknown  in  Walcheren  or  the  Peninsula. 
The  other  was  a  modern  army  hospital  under  Florence  Night¬ 
ingale. 

William  Russell  of  The  Times  exposed  the  state  of  things 
he  saw  before  Sebastopol,  with  a  freedom  which  would  not 
have  been  permitted  either  in  earlier  or  later  wars,  and  which 
in  fact  revealed  much  to  the  enemy.  But  the  value  of  his  work, 
in  the  circumstances,  far  outweighed  any  attendant  disadvan¬ 
tage.  Nothing  but  public  exposure  could  have  shaken  the 
military  authorities  of  that  day  out  of  their  lethargy.  The 
Times  informed  and  roused  the  British  people  only  just  in 
time  to  save  the  army.  One  result  of  the  agitation  was  the  fall 
jan.  of  Aberdeen,  long  unpopular  as  a  pacificist,  and  the  substi- 
1855  tution  of  the  more  energetic  Palmerston  as  Prime  Minister. 

But  ere  that,  a  still  more  important  measure  had  been 
taken  by  Sidney  Herbert,  Aberdeen’s  Secretary  at  War.  He 
had  sent  out  Florence  Nightingale  in  an  official  capacity.  The 
fury  of  the  British  public  over  Russell’s  revelations  caused  all 
successive  War  Ministers  to  give  her  such  a  measure  of 
support  that  she  was  able  to  put  her  foot  on  the  dragon  of 
official  obscurantism  at  the  front.  The  triumph  of  a  woman 
at  the  seat  of  war  over  highly  placed  officers  and  hoary  military 
traditions  would  be  astounding  in  any  age,  and  then  seemed 
miraculous.  But  Miss  Nightingald  was  a  woman  of  adminis¬ 
trative  genius,  and  of  more  than  masculine  force  of  character, 
the  stronger  for  the  calm  dignity  of  its  outward  manifestation. 
She  saved  the  sick  and  wounded  of  the  British  army  in  spite 
of  its  medical  chiefs,  by  creating  at  Scutari  a  modern  base 
hospital,  the  first  of  its  kind,  with  trained  women  nurses  and 
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necessary  material.  She  brought  down  the  death  rate  at 
Scutari  from  42  per  cent,  to  22  per  thousand. 

She  emerged  ffom  the  war  with  the  only  great  reputation 
on  our  side.  For  the  rest  it  was  a  ‘  soldiers’  war,’  deadly  to  the 
good  name  of  generals  and  of  statesmen.  Miss  Nightingale 
used  the  position  she  had  acquired  in  the  hearts  of  her  fellow- 
countrymen  to  make  permanent  changes  in  our  national  life. 
She  saw  to  it  that  her  work  should  not  be  a  mere  picturesque 
incident  in  the  history  of  a  single  war,  but  that  her  methods 
should  become  an  institutional  part  of  normal  civilised  activities. 
Though  she  was  now  an  invalid  confined  to  her  sofa,  she  ruled 
and  legislated  unseen.  With  the  help  of  her  friend,  Sidney 
Herbert,  again  War  Minister  in  the  early  ’sixties,  she  re¬ 
modelled  the  Army  Medical  Service,  and  reformed  barrack 
accommodation. 

It  was  not  only  all  future  generations  of  British  soldiers 
who  were  to  bless  her  name.  The  Red  Cross  movement  all 
over  the  world,  starting  from  the  Geneva  Convention  of  1864, 
was  the  outcome  of  her  work  and  influence.  So,  too,  were  the 
great  reforms  in  civilian  hospital  construction  and  manage¬ 
ment,  and  the  establishment  for  the  general  public  of  nursing 
by  trained  women  in  place  of  the  horrors  of  Mrs.  Gamp. 
Florence  Nightingale’s  life  gave  a  personal  impulse,  at  once 
emotional  and  administrative,  to  the  contemporary  advance  of 
science  on  its  humanitarian  side. 

Whatever  Italy  or  anyone  else  may  have  got  out  of  the 
Crimean  war,  England’s  gain  from  it  was  the  life  work  of  this 
woman — an  immense  acquisition  of  moral  territory,  if  all  its 
secondary  consequences  and  ramifications  be  followed  out. 
Modern  hospital  work  in  peace  and  war  owes  to  this  Crimean 
episode  the  saving  of  many  more  lives  than  the  25,000  that 
Britain  lost  on  the  shores  of  the  Euxine,  of  which  Miss  Night¬ 
ingale  ascribed  16,000  to  bad  administration.  To  her  work 
was  due  a  new  conception  of  the  potentiality  and  place  of  the 
trained  and  educated  woman.1  And  this  in  turn  led,  in  the 
’sixties  and  ’seventies,  to  John  Stuart  Mill’s  movement  for 
woman’s  suffrage,  which  Miss  Nightingale  supported,  and 
to  the  founding  of  women’s  colleges,  when  at  length  some 

1  Mr.  Cook  quotes  a  letter  from  Lady  Verney,  dated  April  1856 :  '  What 
Florence  has  done  towards  raising  the  standard  of  women’s  capabilities  and 
work  is  most  important.  It  is  quite  curious  every  day  how  questions  arise 
regarding  them  which  are  answered  quite  differently  from  what  they  would 
have  been  eighteen  months  ago.’ 
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provision  was  made  for  the  desperately  neglected  higher  edu¬ 
cation  of  one-half  of  the  Queen’s  subjects. 

In  September  1855  Sebastopol  fell,  after  the  Malakoff 
earthwork  had  been  stormed  by  the  French,  and  the  British 
had  failed  before  the  Redan.  The  honours  of  the  battles  lay 
with  England,  of  the  siege  with  France.  The  French  had  been 
in  the  greater  numbers,  and  their  organisation  had  never 
collapsed  so  miserably  as  ours.  France  emerged  from  the  war 
as  the  leading  power  in  Europe,  as  Napoleon  had  planned. 
He  had  got  what  he  wanted  from  the  Crimea,  but  his  very 
success  made  it  doubtful  if  he  could  retain  the  friendship  of 
England. 

It  was  the  ruler  of  France  who,  thus  satisfied,  forced  the 
unwilling  Palmerston  to  make  peace.  In  March  1856  the 
Treaty  of  Paris  ended  the  war.  Turkey  was  set  on  her  legs 
again,  both  in  the  Balkans  and  Armenia,  with  the  formal 
recommendation  to  be  kind  to  her  Christian  subjects.  Russia 
was  prohibited  from  keeping  warships  or  arsenals  in  the  Black 
Sea;  in  1870  she  treated  this  restriction  on  her  sovereignty 
as  a  scrap  of  paper,  England  vainly  protesting. 

At  the  general  Congress  of  Powers  that  followed  the  sig¬ 
nature  of  peace,  Cavour,  with  France  and  England  as  patrons, 
succeeded  in  having  the  sufferings  of  Italy  discussed,  to  the 
rage  of  the  Austrian  representative,  who  saw  the  future  that  a 
discussion  on  such  terms  portended. 

At  the  same  congress  an  important  step  was  taken  in 

1856  international  law.  The  Declaration  of  Paris,  to  which  Eng¬ 
land  together  with  the  other  powers  adhered,  laid  it  down  that 
privateering  should  be  abolished,  that  a  neutral  flag  should 
cover  enemy  goods  if  not  contraband  of  war,  and  that  blockades 
to  be  valid  in  theory  must  be  effective  in  practice. 

If  British  prestige  had  on  the  whole  lost  by  the  Crimea, 

1857  the  loss  was  speedily  made  good  by  the  events  of  the  Indian 
Mutiny,  where  all  that  is  most  competent  in  statesmanship 
and  soldiering  was  represented  by  the  men  on  whom  fell  the 
sudden  burden  of  the  crisis. 
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India  from  the  Napoleonic  wars  to  the  Mutiny. 

The  struggle  with  Napoleon,  which  in  the  days  of  his  expedi¬ 
tion  to  Egypt  had  threatened  the  British  rule  in  India,1  in  its 
later  stages  gave  to  Britain  the  monopoly  of  power  and  trade 
throughout  the  East.  In  India  itself  the  allies  of  France  had  1799- 
fallen  one  by  one,  when  Lord  Wellesley  destroyed  ‘Tippoo  1805 
Sahib,’  and  curbed  the  Marathas.  And  in  the  next  ten  years 
the  commercial  war  between  England  and  Napoleonic  Europe  1805- 
drove  the  French,  Dutch  and  other  European  merchantmen  1815 
off  the  India  and  China  seas.  The  Cape,  Mauritius  and  Ceylon 
fell  permanently  into  our  hands,  and  until  the  end  of  the  war 
we  held  the  Dutch  Empire  in  the  Eastern  Archipelago.2 

A  new  sense  of  the  security  of  our  rule  in  the  East,  together 
with  the  fulness  of  the  Company’s  money  chest,  led  to  pro¬ 
gressive  improvement  in  the  methods  of  the  British  Raj.  The 
noble  traditions  of  the  Indian  Civil  Service  were  created  by 
public  servants  like  Sir  Charles  Metcalfe  and  the  Scots  sent 
out  in  such  numbers  by  Dundas.  Though  still  owing  their 
original  appointments  to  a  system  of  personal  favour  and 
political  patronage,  they  were  already  of  a  very  different  type 
from  the  parasites  and  adventurers  through  whom  and  against 
whom  Clive  and  Warren  Hastings  so  often  had  to  work.  In 
the  first  twenty  years  of  the  new  century  our  administration 
already  afforded,  within  its  own  area,  security  from  the  ravages 
of  war,  brigandage  and  the  worst  forms  of  domestic  oppression. 

Local  police  and  local  courts  were  instituted,  and  a  standard 
of  fair  taxation  and  just  government  was  set  up,  such  as  had 
not  been  known  in  Indian  States.  The  British  were  entering 
into  the  third  period  of  their  relations  with  the  East.  A  hun¬ 
dred  and  fifty  years  of  quiet  trading  had  been  followed  by 
fifty  years  of  conquest  not  unaccompanied  by  plunder.  The 
third  period,  of  organised  rule  for  the  benefit  of  the  Indians, 
had  now  fully  set  in. 

The  new  era  was  marked  by  a  readjustment  of  the  privi¬ 
leges  and  powers  of  the  East  India  Company.  It  was  still  pre¬ 
served  as  the  intermediary  through  which  the  British  Cabinet 
Ministers  preferred  to  govern,  though  its  political  power  was 
a  shadow.  But  the  abolition  in  1 8 1 3  of  its  trading  monopoly  in 
1  See  p.  106,  above.  s  See  p.  139,  above. 
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India  marked  a  big  step  in  the  direction  of  the  new  economic 
doctrine  of  open  world  competition,  in  place  of  the  old  concep¬ 
tion  of  trade  as  a  function  of  chartered  and  limited  companies. 
Its  trading  monopoly  in  China  was  continued  for  another 
twenty  years. 

While  inside  the  Company’s  territory  reigned  peace  and 
justice  novel  to  oriental  States,  beyond  the  border  a  dreadful 
anarchy  had  broken  out  through  the  whole  of  Central  India. 
Though  Lord  Wellesley  had  curbed  the  Maratha  power,  it 
had  not  been  finally  broken,  and  his  far-sighted  plans  for  the 
permanent  settlement  of  Central  India  by  the  system  of  ‘  sub¬ 
sidiary  treaties  ’  had  not  been  carried  through.  In  the  supposed 
interests  of  peace  and  economy  his  successors  had  refused  any 
longer  to  interest  themselves  in  the  disputes  of  princes  outside 
British  territory.  This  well-meant  but  retrograde  policy  of 
declining  the  responsibilities,  after  we  had  assumed  the  posi¬ 
tion  of  paramount  power,  resulted  in  anarchy  more  complete 
than  had  been  usual  under  the  Moghuls.  The  dread  Pindaris, 
robber  bands  of  mixed  race  and  religion,  some  Afghans,  some 
Marathas,  rode  devastating,  torturing  and  burning  throughout 
1811-16  the  territories  of  the  Rajput  chiefs  and  the  Nizam  of  Hydera¬ 
bad,  who  claimed  our  protection  as  of  right.  Finally  the 
Pindari  hordes  threatened  our  own  province  of  Behar.  Sore 
against  its  will,  the  British  Government  was  forced  to  take  up 
the  broken  thread  of  Wellesley’s  policy,  and  to  go  forward 
until  every  State  in  the  peninsula  had  a  fixed  place  in  the 
scheme  of  the  Pax  Britannica. 

The  resumption  and  fulfilment  of  Wellesley’s  policy  were 
effected  by  Lord  Hastings,  Governor-General  from  1813  to 
1823.  With  the  tall  athletic  figure  of  a  soldier  and  aristocrat, 
he  had  long  been  known  in  home  politics,  under  the  name  of 
Lord  Moira,  as  a  rather  unaccountable  politician,  the  friend  at 
once  of  the  Prince  of  Wales  and  of  the  Irish  people.  He  was 
to  prove  a  great  pro-consul.  His  initial  task  was  to  reduce  the 
1814-16  Gurkhas  of  Nepal,  who  had  invaded  our  territory,  to  the  state 
of  friendly  alliance  in  which  they  have  remained  ever  since. 
It  was  the  first  campaign  of  the  British  in  the  great  hill  ranges 
bounding  the  peninsula,  and  our  contact  with  the  short-set 
warriors  and  mountaineers  of  Nepal  was  the  beginning  of  the 
mountain  craft  of  our  Indian  Army,  in  which  the  Gurkhas 
themselves  afterwards  took  so  great  a  part  when  enlisted  in 
our  service.  A  portion  of  their  western  territory  was  made 
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over  to  the  British  Empire,  which  henceforth  marched  with 
the  Chinese  along  part  of  the  Thibetan  border. 

Lord  Hastings  then  turned  to  the  problem  of  Central 
India.  It  was  clear  beforehand  that  to  break  up  the  Pindari 
bands  they  must  be  pursued  at  large  across  the  territories  of 
many  princes,  and  that  this  pursuit  would  involve  us  in  the 
graver  task  of  finally  destroying  the  independent  power  of 
the  Maratha  chiefs,  some  of  whom  were  hand  and  glove  with 
the  Pindaris.  But  Hastings,  with  the  concurrence  from  home 
of  George  Canning,  then  President  of  the  Board  of  Control, 
entered  boldly  on  the  complicated  series  of  military  and  diplo¬ 
matic  operations  known  as  the  Pindari  war  and  the  third  1816— 18 
Maratha  war.  He  emerged  triumphant,  giving  final  peace  to 
Central  India  on  the  basis  of  subsidiary  alliances  and  the 
recognition  by  all  Indian  princes  of  British  overlordship  in 
foreign  relations.  Lord  Hastings  was  able  to  treat  the  native 
States  and  rulers  with  a  generosity  that  Warren  Hastings  and 
Wellesley  had  not  always  shown,  partly  because  the  position 
of  the  British  Governor-General  was  far  stronger  and  more 
secure  than  formerly,  both  at  home  and  abroad. 

Between  the  departure  of  Lord  Wellesley  and  the  coming 
of  Lord  Hastings,  we  had  given  a  fair  trial  to  the  system  of  a 
limited  and  local  responsibility  for  what  happened  in  India. 

It  had  broken  down.  Unwillingly  and  half  unwittingly  we 
shouldered  the  inevitable  burden  laid  upon  us  by  fate,  no  less 
a  task  than  to  give  unity  to  the  heterogeneous  races  of  the 
sub-continent  through  the  medium  of  the  British  rule  and  the 
English  language. 

The  policy  of  accepting  all  responsibilities  as  paramount 
power  in  the  Peninsula,  had  involved  us  in  the  Maratha  and 
Pindari  wars  and  had  achieved  the  settlement  of  Central  India. 

The  same  principle  involved  us  in  the  first  Burmese  war.  The 
Burmese  were  in  those  days  an  aggressive  military  power  that 
had  never  yet  measured  itself  against  an  European  army.  They 
now  occupied  Assam,  an  outlying  Indian  State  incapable  of 
self-defence,  and  thence  threatened  and  assailed  British  terri¬ 
tory.  Their  reduction  cost  two  years  of  difficult  and  expensive 
warfare,  that  led  to  our  protectorate  over  Assam,  and  annexa-  1824-26 
tion  of  most  of  the  sea-frontage  of  Burma.  The  rest  of  it  was 
annexed  by  Lord  Dalhousie  after  a  second  Burmese  war  in 
1852,  and  Upper  Burma,  including  Mandalay,  in  1886. 
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In  this  way  the  guardianship  of  India  led  to  the  extension 
of  our  rule  outside  the  Peninsula  over  a  people  of  Thibeto- 
Chinese  origin,  differing  from  all  the  Indian  races  in  habits 
and  religion.  This  same  guardianship  over  the  external  ap¬ 
proaches  to  India  was  destined  to  involve  us  in  relations  with 
Persia,  Afghanistan  and  Thibet.  But  in  none  of  those  coun¬ 
tries  could  the  problem  be  solved  by  annexation,  as  in  Burma, 
where  the  people  proved  singularly  adaptable  to  the  British 
methods  of  government,  where  access  by  sea  and  river  was  easy, 
and  where  no  Great  Power  lay  beyond. 

After  the  first  Burmese  war,  there  followed  ten  years  of 
peace  before  the  advance  began  again  on  the  western  frontier. 
This  interlude  takes  character  and  unity  from  the  policy  of 
Lord  William  Bentinck,  who  represented  in  India  at  a  pro¬ 
pitious  moment  the  liberal  and  humanitarian  spirit  of  the  new 
age  in  Europe.  He  made  no  change  of  policy,  but  he  brought 
into  fuller  light  a  doctrine  implicit  in  the  theory  and  practice 
of  his  predecessors,  namely,  that  the  object  of  our  Government 
in  India  was  to  promote  the  welfare  of  the  Indians. 

Bentinck  successfully  abolished  Suttee, — the  burning  of 
Hindoo  widows, — in  despite  of  prophecies  that  this  piece  of 
interference  with  religious  custom  would  endanger  the  State. 
He  himself  was  anxious  as  to  the  result,  but  he  was  supported 
by  reformers  of  Indian  birth,  and  the  danger-point  was  safely 
passed.  He  also  began  the  suppression  of  the  Thugs,  a  caste 
1828-35  of  hereditary  murderers  who  terrorised  the  roads.  He  pro¬ 
moted  steam  communications  on  the  great  rivers,  and  took 
many  measures  for  the  material  prosperity  of  the  millions 
committed  to  his  care.  He  raised  the  status  of  officials  of 
Indian  birth,  clearly  perceiving  that  the  British  must  train  the 
Indians  to  the  work  of  administration. 

When  in  1833-4  the  monopoly  of  the  China  trade  was 
abolished,1  the  East  India  Company  ceased  to  be  a  trading 
concern,  and  retained  merely  the  shadow  of  political  power 
of  which  the  substance  had  long  ago  passed  to  the  Ministers 
of  the  Crown.  The  new  charter  embodied  the  tendency  of 
Bentinck’s  policy  in  the  words: — ‘  No  native  of  India,  or  any 
natural-born  subject  of  His  Majesty,  shall  be  disabled  from 
holding  any  place,  office,  or  employment  by  reason  of  his 
religion,  place  of  birth,  descent  or  colour.’ 

It  was  partly  in  relation  to  this  question  of  preparing  the 

1  See  p.  312,  above. 
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Indians  to  help  administer  their  own  country,  that  Bentinck 
approached  the  famous  controversy  which  Macaulay’s  Edu¬ 
cation  Minute  decided.  Macaulay  was  sent  out  in  1834  as  the 
first  Legal  Member  of  Council  under  the  new  charter.  He 
eoon  won  the  confidence  and  friendship  of  Bentinck.  He  drew 
up  the  Indian  Penal  Code,  with  lasting  success.  And  he  per¬ 
suaded  the  Indian  Government  to  adopt  English  instead  of 
any  oriental  language  as  the  medium  of  instruction  in  the 
scheme  of  State-aided  higher  education  which  Bentinck  was 
pushing  forward.  The  present  position  of  India  and  the  possi¬ 
bilities  of  its  future  have  been  deeply  affected  by  this  decision. 

On  the  one  hand  the  bringing  up  of  orientals  on  an  alien 
literature,  largely  devoted  to  the  love  of  liberty  in  forms  natural 
to  an  advanced  Western  democracy,  has  had  many  unhappy 
results.  It  has  been  said  that  ‘  we  attempted  to  raise  a  race 
of  administrators  on  the  literature  of  revolt.’  While  another 
class  of  critic  has  pointed  out  that  the  contempt  expressed  in 
Macaulay’s  Minute  for  oriental  learning  was  in  large  measure 
the  result  of  ignorance  and  want  of  imaginative  sympathy. 

But  it  must  be  remembered  on  the  other  side  that  only  the 
English  language  was  capable  of  giving  the  races  of  India  a 
common  tongue  for  communication  with  each  other  and  with 
the  British.  And  it  is  arguable  that,  in  spite  of  present  dangers, 
the  sense  of  Indian  national  unity  which  has  resulted  from  this 
new  lingua  franca ,  may  in  the  end  subserve  the  political  and 
administrative  welfare  of  the  peninsula.  The  revival  of  Indian 
science,  philosophy  and  literature  in  our  own  day  under  such 
leaders  as  the  Tagores  is  due  in  no  small  degree  to  their  know¬ 
ledge  of  the  literature  and  science  of  Europe.  The  teaching 
of  English  has  effected  what  we  may,  by  historical  analogy, 
call  the  ‘  renaissance  ’  of  Indian  thought.  And  it  is  at  least 
possible  that  although  the  decision  of  1835  has  hastened 
the  peculiar  troubles  of  India  as  we  now  know  them,  it  has 
prevented  the  growth  of  the  worse  trouble  that  must  eventually 
have  arisen  from  a  deliberate  policy  of  segregating  the  British 
and  the  Indians  in  water-tight  compartments  of  thought  and 
knowledge,  so  far  as  Government  was  able  to  do  so,  and  en¬ 
deavouring  to  prevent  the  spread  of  Western  science  and  litera¬ 
ture  in  a  country  governed  by  a  progressive  Western  power. 
Such  an  attempt  would  largely  have  failed.  Many  natives  were 
determined  to  obtain  the  educational  key  to  Western  learning, 
both  for  its  own  sake  and  because  it  was  also  necessarily  the 
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key  to  advancement  in  the  Anglo-Indian  world.  Macaulay 
pointed  out  that  already  in  1835  ‘  we  are  forced  to  pay  our 
Arabic  and  Sanskrit  students,  while  those  who  learn  English 
are  willing  to  pay  us.’  And  Sir  Charles  Metcalfe  in  the  same 
year,  while  foreseeing  the  unrest  which  Western  learning 
would  very  likely  cause  in  India,  nevertheless  declared  ‘  It  is 
our  duty  to  extend  knowledge  whatever  may  be  the  result  ; 
and  spread  it  would,  even  if  we  impeded  it.’ 

Undoubtedly  the  new  Anglo-Indian  education  partook 
too  much  of  the  literary  as  distinct  from  the  practical,  but  in 
1835  scientific  education  scarcely  existed  in  England,  and  it 
could  not  therefore  be  improvised  in  India  at  that  date.  But 
the  decision  in  favour  of  the  English  language  rendered  pos¬ 
sible  the  subsequent  development  of  scientific  teaching,  and 
had  been  asked  for  on  that  express  ground  by  the  far-seeing 
Indian  reformer,  Raja  Ram  Mohan  Roy.  It  may  have  been 
an  evil  that  ‘  the  literature  of  revolt  ’  was  put  so  lavishly 
into  the  hands  of  Indians,  but  if  the  wrong  text-books  were 
chosen,  that  was  a  mistake  in  administration  under  Bentinck’s 
successors,  and  was  not  implicit  in  the  original  decision  that 
English  should  become  the  common  language  of  educated  India. 

In  1838  the  interlude  of  peace  came  to  an  end,  and  the 
north-westward  expansion  of  British  India  was  resumed,  at 
first  in  circumstances  disastrous  and  discreditable  beyond  any 
precedent  in  Anglo-Indian  history.  Lord  Melbourne  had, 
1835  in  an  evil  hour,  appointed  Lord  Auckland  as  Bentinck’s 
successor. 

By  this  time  the  sense  that  Russia  would  ere  long  be  a 
dangerous  neighbour  was  beginning  to  be  felt  in  India,  while 
in  England  the  Whig  Ministers,  from  among  whom  Auckland 
came,  had  grown  more  and  more  hostile  to  Russia.  Palmer¬ 
ston  as  Foreign  Secretary  regarded  Czar  Nicholas,  the  op¬ 
pressor  of  Poland,  as  the  embodiment  of  encroaching  military 
despotism,  opposed  both  in  principle  and  interest  to  the  world- 
power  of  Britain.  This  Palmerstonian  doctrine,  which  even¬ 
tually  led  the  Whigs  round  from  the  anti-Turkish  sympathies 
of  Fox  and  Grey  to  the  policy  of  the  Crimea,  increased  the 
growing  uneasiness  in  India. 

It  would  have  been  well  indeed  to  provide  against  the 
ultimate  arrival  of  Russia  on  the  scene  by  preparing  before¬ 
hand  close  and  friendly  relations  with  the  warlike  Afghan 
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tribes,  who,  wisely  handled,  were  capable  of  making  their 
widespread  labyrinth  of  mountains  the  most  impassable  of 
*  buffer  ’  States  between  two  great  Empires.  But  Auckland 
determined  to  reduce  Afghanistan  to  vassalage.  He  dethroned 
the  able  and  popular  Amir,  Dost  Mohammad,  and  attempted 
to  rule  the  tribes  through  the  agency  of  his  rival,  Shah  Shuja. 

The  policy  at  first  met  with  apparent  success,  and  for  two 
years  our  troops  occupied  Kabul.  Then  the  tribes  rose  on  1839-41 
behalf  of  Dost  Mohammad.  The  British  forces,  15,000  strong 
including  camp-followers,  were  destroyed  in  their  retreat  jan. 
through  the  winter  mountains.  One  survivor  reached  the  fort  1842 
at  Jalalabad.  This  staggering  defeat,  followed  as  it  necessarily 
was  by  the  abandonment  of  the  attempt  to  dethrone  Dost 
Mohammad,  shook  our  prestige  and  affected  our  relations  with 
the  Sikhs  during  the  next  half-dozen  years,  and  with  the  Sepoys 
in  the  year  of  Mutiny. 

The  unsuccessful  attack  on  Afghanistan  was  followed  by 
the  wars  and  annexations  of  Sinde  and  the  Punjab,  the  two 
independent  States  of  the  river-plain  then  lying  between  the 
frontier  of  British  India  and  the  foot  of  the  Afghan  hills. 

The  Whig  Ministers,  the  authors  of  the  unfortunate 
attempt  to  dethrone  Dost  Mohammad,  fell  in  1841,  and 
Peel’s  new  Government  sent  out  as  Governor-General  their 
able  and  headstrong  colleague,  Lord  Ellenborough.  After  a 
campaign  had  taken  place  to  rescue  the  prisoners  and  restore 
the  honours  of  our  arms,  Ellenborough  was  fully  prepared  to 
withdraw  from  his  predecessor’s  impossible  undertakings  in 
Afghanistan.  But  he  himself  carried  through  an  equally  ag¬ 
gressive  though  less  impolitic  interference  with  Sinde,  which 
had  come  under  British  influence  as  a  basis  of  recent  operations 
against  the  Afghans.  General  Sir  Charles  Napier  conquered 
the  Amirs  of  Sinde  at  the  battle  of  Meeanee,  and  then  as 
administrator  gave  the  advantages  of  British  rule  to  their  1843 
country.  Its  annexation  he  described  in  his  Diary  as  ‘  a  very 
advantageous,  useful,  humane  piece  of  rascality.’ 

The  annexation  of  Sinde  has  often  been  stigmatised, 
with  questionable  justice,  as  the  one  case  of  unprovoked 
aggression  in  the  expansion  of  British  rule  over  India.  No 
such  bad  eminence  was  attached  to  the  conquest  of  the 
Punjab,  which  completed  the  subjugation  of  the  river-lands 
of  the  north-west. 

Sikh  dominion  over  the  Punjab  rested  on  the  military 
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qualities  of  the  dominant  sect.  The  Sikhs,  who  had  but  one 
caste,  were  a  democratic  religious  brotherhood  of  what  may, 
by  analogy,  be  called  *  Protestant  ’  Hindoos.  They  were  em¬ 
bittered  against  Islam  by  an  ancient  history  of  revolt  against 
the  persecuting  Moghuls  of  Delhi.  For  many  years  past  the 
Sikhs  had  been  guarding  the  gates  of  India,  preventing  the 
debouchment  on  to  the  plains  of  Mohammedan  hill  tribes,  or 
of  invaders  from  Central  Asia.  For  the  last  half-century  the 
barbaric  craft  and  valour  of  Ranjit  Singh  had  given  unity  to 
the  Sikh  State.  He  had  had  the  wisdom  to  keep  friends  with 
the  British,  and  the  strength  to  hold  in  awe  his  turbulent 
vassals  and  legionaries.  He  had  even  joined  with  us  for  objects 
of  his  own  in  the  Afghan  adventure.  His  death  in  1839,  like 
the  death  of  Oliver  Cromwell,  let  loose  an  anarchy  of  fanatical 
regimental  officers,  intriguing  against  each  other  in  rival  com¬ 
mittees.  The  great  military  machine,  that  only  Ranjit  had  had 
the  power  to  keep  idle,  began — 

‘  To  eat  into  itself  for  lack 
Of  somebody  to  hew  and  hack.’ 

To  save  the  tottering  State,  Ranjit’s  widow  launched  the  army 
across  the  Sutlej  to  meet  the  British,  and  slay  or  else  be  slain. 

The  two  Sikh  wars  that  followed  were  characterised  by 
1845-6  more  severe  fighting  than  any  that  the  British  and  sepoys  had 
1848-9  formerly  had  to  face.  The  European  arms  and  training  that 
Ranjit  Singh  had  given  to  his  stubborn  religionists  enabled 
them  to  contend  on  nearly  equal  terms  with  the  Queen’s  and 
the  Company’s  regiments.  But  once  General  Gough  had 
broken  the  army,  the  Punjab  was  subdued  with  ease.1 

The  Sikhs  had  begun  the  second  war  in  revolt  against  a 
generous  settlement  granted  them  after  their  first  reduction. 

1849  They  were  punished  by  the  annexation  of  the  Punjab,  decreed 
by  Lord  Dalhousie,  who  was  just  beginning  his  great  period  of 
office  as  Governor-General.  The  rule  of  the  brothers  Henry 
and  John  Lawrence  in  the  Punjab  prepared  the  loyalty  of  the 
Sikh  nation  against  the  unexpected  trial  of  the  Mutiny  year, 
and  created  a  tradition  which  went  far  to  cancel  any  recent 
symptoms  of  weakness  or  violence  in  the  British  Raj. 

1849-56  The  Governor-Generalship  of  Lord  Dalhousie  saw  the 

1  The  chief  battles  were — Moodkee,  Firozshah,  Sobraon,  Dec.  1845  to 
Feb.  1846 ;  and  Chillianwallah  and  Goojerat  in  Jan.  and  Feb.  1849. 
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completion  of  the  internal  and  external  framework  of  British 
India.  The  second  Burmese  war  resulted  in  the  annexation 
of  Rangoon  and  the  mouths  of  the  Irrawady,  where  the  new 
government  became  so  popular  that  in  the  year  of  Mutiny  it 
was  safe  to  strip  Burma  of  British  troops. 

Progress  and  Reform  were  the  watchword  of  the  hour  in 
the  British  Eastern  possessions.  It  was  characteristic  that  in 
1853  the  Indian  Government  accepted  wholesale  Macaulay’s 
proposals  for  the  throwing  open  of  the  Indian  Civil  Service 
to  free  competition,  thereby  sacrificing  the  kind  of  patronage 
which  British  statesmen  would  not  surrender  as  regards  the 
Home  Civil  Service,  save  grudgingly  and  by  stages  during  the 
next  seventeen  years. 

Dalhousie,  bold  in  his  reforming  zeal,  disturbed  the  deep 
conservatism  of  the  native  mind.  Railways  and  telegraphs, 
with  which  he  covered  India,  were  a  terrible  and  suspected 
magic.  But  if  they  helped  to  cause  the  Mutiny  they  more 
certainly  helped  to  quell  it:  the  mutineers  called  the  telegraph 
wire  ‘  the  string  that  strangled  us.’  Then  again  the  evangel¬ 
ising  zeal  of  some  of  the  best  Englishmen  in  India,  lay  as 
well  as  clerical,  helped  to  alienate  the  Brahmans.  Western 
influence  was  making  itself  increasingly  felt  in  many  different 
ways,  and  could  not  fail  to  cause  alarm  and  reaction. 

In  taking  thought  for  the  welfare  of  the  subjects  of  Native 
States,  Dalhousie  favoured  a  policy  of  gradual  annexation.  He 
laid  down  the  rule  that,  in  the  case  of  a  prince  dying  with¬ 
out  natural  heirs,  his  sovereign  rights  should  ‘  lapse  ’  to  the 
paramount  power,  so  that  the  British  Government  could,  for 
reasons  of  public  policy,  annex  the  State  if  it  so  wished,  instead 
of  allowing  an  adopted  heir  to  succeed.  In  accordance  with 
this  ‘  doctrine  of  lapse,’  as  it  was  called,  several  Native  States 
were  added  to  the  Company’s  territories,  while  Oudh  was 
annexed  simply  on  account  of  gross  maladministration.  It 
followed  that  Oudh,  in  the  Upper  Ganges  valley,  became  the 
centre  of  Indian  discontent.  The  mutiny,  when  it  came,  was 
localised  round  that  region  and  confined  to  the  Bengal  army. 
Dalhousie’s  policy,  strong  and  just  if  somewhat  over-eager, 
had  ensured  the  respect  and  loyalty  of  the  great  Native  States 
of  the  centre  and  south,  as  well  as  of  the  sepoy  armies  of  Bom¬ 
bay  and  Madras.  And,  thanks  to  Dalhousie  and.  the  Law¬ 
rences,  the  newly  acquired  North-Western  frontier,  where 
trouble  might  most  naturally  be  expected  from  the  lately 


INDIA 


32° 

conquered  Sikhs  and  the  lately  victorious  Afghans,1  became 
in  the  hour  of  need  the  chief  source  of  strength  and  safety. 

Dost  Mohammad,  whom  we  had  so  foolishly  and  vainly 
tried  to  keep  off  the  throne  of  Afghanistan,  had  not  unnatur¬ 
ally  been  our  enemy  during  the  Sikh  wars.  But  in  1855  Dal- 
housie  and  John  Lawrence  made  a  treaty  of  friendship  with 
him,  and  next  year  Dalhousie’s  successor,  Lord  Canning, 
protected  him  from  attack  by  the  Persians,  who  had  been 
stirred  up  by  Russia  to  occupy  Herat  in  Western  Afghanistan. 

1856-57  Canning  sent  an  expedition  to  the  Persian  coast,  captured 
Bushire  and  caused  the  evacuation  of  Herat.  Grateful  for  this 
relief,  Dost  Mohammad,  during  the  Mutiny  in  the  ensuing 
summer,  kept  Afghanistan  friendly  for  Britain,  a  fact  of 
supreme  importance. 

Meanwhile,  the  Sikhs  of  the  Punjab  received  at  the  hands 
of  John  and  Henry  Lawrence  the  kind  of  government  that 
speedily  reconciled  them  to  British  rule.  The  brothers,  differing 
on  a  question  of  policy,  agreed  to  send  in  their  resigna¬ 
tions  on  the  same  day,  for  Dalhousie’s  decision.  He  decided 
to  leave  John  as  sole  Commissioner  for  the  Punjab,  and  re¬ 
moved  Henry,  who  when  the  Mutiny  broke  out  was  found 
at  the  storm  centre  of  Lucknow  as  Chief  Commissioner  for 
Oudh.  His  predecessor  there  had  been  tactless,  but  owing  to 
his  better  management  the  local  magnates  of  Oudh  did  not 
throw  in  their  lot  with  the  military  mutiny  at  the  outset,  when 
such  a  junction  might  have  had  terrible  results. 

The  Mutiny,  as  its  historic  name  implies,  was  a  rising  of 
soldiers,  not  a  revolt  of  civilians.  Nevertheless,  there  were 
social,  racial  and  political  causes  for  the  soldiers’  discontent. 
It  was  felt  all  over  India  that  change  and  Westernisation  were 
being  pushed  on  too  fast,  but  the  feeling  was  strongest  in 
recently  annexed  Oudh.  The  Bengal  army  was  largely  re¬ 
cruited  in  that  region  from  among  high-caste  Brahmans  and 
Rajputs,  peculiarly  sensitive  to  grievances,  both  general  and 
personal. 

In  1856  a  new  enactment  that  all  sepoys  who  enlisted  in 
future  must  be  prepared  to  cross  the  sea  if  required,  had 
aroused  among  them  fresh  fears  of  outrage  on  caste.  At  the 
same  time  the  belief  that  the  cartridges  for  the  new  Enfield 
rifle  were  being  greased  with  the  fat  of  the  sacred  cow  and 
the  abhorred  pig,  united  Hindoo  and  Mohammedan  sepoys 

1  Pp.  317-318,  above. 
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against  us.  Since  the  rumour  was  based  on  fact,  due  to  an 
unfortunate  oversight,  the  situation  was  scarcely  improved  by 
Government  denial,  though  made  in  good  faith.  All  Eastern 
armies  are  liable  to  become  overbearing  in  peace  time  after  a 
long  course  of  conquest,  and  the  Bengal  army  felt  themselves 
to  be  the  lords  of  India.  Above  all,  in  spite  of  Dalhousie’s 
protests,  the  proportion  of  British  to  Indian  troops  in  the 
peninsula  was  still  as  one  to  five,  and  most  of  the  artillery  was 
in  the  hands  of  sepoys. 

The  Mutiny  of  the  Bengal  army  began  at  Meerut.  Its 
immediate  occasion  was  a  display  of  unwise  severity  by  incom¬ 
petent  officers,  who  did  not  know  how  to  quell  the  storm  they 
had  raised.  Some  of  the  mutineers  made  straight  for  Delhi, 
where  there  was  not  a  single  British  regiment.  Delhi  fell  into 
the  hands  of  the  movement,  Lucknow  all  except  the  Residency, 
and  Cawnpore  after  three  weeks  of  gallant  defence.  It  was  in 
this  Upper  Ganges  region  that  the  issue  was  fought  out  and 
won  during  the  summer  of  1857,  by  the  little  band  of  British 
then  actually  in  India,  and  by  the  Indian  troops  faithful  to 
their  cause.  Their  boast  that  ‘alone  we  did  it  ’  is  substantially 
true,  though  there  were  many  months  of  severe  fighting  after 
the  arrival  of  reinforcements  from  England. 

The  old  King  of  Delhi  was  dragged  into  the  limelight  and 
proclaimed  Moghul  Emperor  by  the  mutineers,  an  act  which 
gave  a  Mohammedan  complexion  to  the  movement  in  that 
region.  It  did  not  at  once  break  up  the  union  of  Mussulman 
and  Hindoo,  on  which  the  hopes  of  the  Mutiny  rested,  but 
the  news  of  it  in  the  Punjab  had  the  effect  of  throwing  the 
wavering  Sikhs  heartily  on  to  our  side.  They  had  no  wish  to 
see  their  old  Mohammedan  oppressors  once  more  lording  it 
over  India,  and  were  prepared  to  march  to  the  storm  of  the 
Moghul  capital. 

Thenceforward  the  newly  conquered  Punjab  instead  of 
being  a  danger  became  the  basis  whence  Delhi  was  recon¬ 
quered.  Nothing  was  to  be  feared  from  the  Afghans  under 
Dost  Mohammad,  and  John  Lawrence  found  himself  free  to 
send  the  already  almost  mythical  Nicholson  and  his  column 
to  aid  the  little  army  that  was  clinging  to  the  Ridge  outside 
Delhi.  Again  and  again  the  defenders  of  the  Ridge  had  beaten 
back  the  assault  of  overwhelming  numbers  of  mutineers  issu¬ 
ing  from  the  city  gates.  The  arrival  of  Nicholson’s  small 
reinforcements  with  siege  guns  emboldened  them  to  attack 
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and  capture  the  city  with  its  myriads  of  armed  fanatics.  This 
amazing  adventure  began  on  September  14  with  the  blowing 
in  of  the  Kashmir  gate,  and  after  six  days’  street  fighting,  in 
the  course  of  which  Nicholson  was  killed,  Delhi  remained  in 
the  hands  of  the  British.  It  was  the  decisive  moment  of  the 
Mutiny. 

At  Lucknow  early  in  July  Sir  Henry  Lawrence  had  been 
killed  by  a  shell,  but  his  work  and  influence  survived  to  inspire 
the  defence  of  the  Residency,  which  he  had  organised  and 
begun.  In  September,  a  few  days  after  the  capture  of  Delhi, 
Havelock  and  Neill,  who  had  already  reconquered  Cawnpore 
and  had  now  been  joined  by  Outram,  effected  the  first  relief 
or  rather  reinforcement  of  Lucknow,  fighting  their  way  through 
the  town  into  the  Residency. 

As  yet  no  soldier  had  landed  from  England,  but  in  Novem¬ 
ber  the  troops  from  England  under  Sir  Colin  Campbell  again 
relieved  the  Lucknow  Residency  after  desperate  street  fighting, 
and  enabled  the  garrison  to  evacuate  that  glorious  ruin  in 
safety.  In  March  1858  the  city  of  Lucknow  was  finally  cap¬ 
tured  by  Sir  Colin.  The  end  was  now  in  sight,  but  an  unfor¬ 
tunate  proclamation  by  the  Governor-General  threatening  to 
forfeit  lands  in  Oudh,  threw  the  local  magnates  at  length  on 
to  the  side  of  rebellion,  too  late  to  affect  the  issue,  but  with  the 
result  of  prolonging  the  strife. 

Meanwhile,  in  the  early  months  of  1858  Sir  Hugh  Rose, 
by  his  brilliant  campaign  crowned  by  the  victory  of  Gwalior, 
stamped  out  the  flame  in  Central  India  before  it  was  able  to 
spread  to  the  South.  If  we  had  failed  at  Lucknow  and  Delhi 
it  might  have  been  different,  but  in  fact  Western,  Eastern  and 
Southern  India  remained  loyal — all  Sinde,  Punjab  and  Assam ; 
most  of  Bengal ;  all  Madras  and  Bombay;  Rajputana  under  the 
guidance  of  George,  the  third  of  the  Lawrence  brothers;  the 
Native  States  of  Mysore  and  Hyderabad,  and  the  Maratha 
princes.  Dalhousie’s  ‘  doctrine  of  lapse  ’  was  abandoned  after 
the  Mutiny,  and  the  Native  States  were  thenceforth  regarded 
as  essential  buttresses  of  the  structure  of  British  India. 

It  had  been  a  mutiny  of  part  of  the  sepoy  army,  not  a 
racial  rebellion.  This  makes  it  the  more  regrettable  that  the 
struggle  had  been  so  ferocious  as  to  leave  bitter  memories. 
It  was  difficult  to  restore  the  sense  of  ‘  glad  confident  morning 
again,’  in  the  relations  of  Englishmen  and  Indians.  Nana 
Sahib,  once  the  pet  of  London  drawing-rooms,  had,  in 


AFTER  THE  MUTINY  323 

circumstances  of  treachery  almost  as  horrid  as  the  cruelty 
itself,  massacred  the  white  women  and  children  at  Cawnpore. 
His  crime  had  the  effect  he  intended  of  giving  to  the  conflict 
something  of  the  nature  of  a  war  of  colour.  There  were 
reprisals,  though  only  against  men.  And  a  limit  was  set  to 
revenge  by  the  wisdom  of  1  clemency  Canning.’  Though 
heartily  supported  by  John  Lawrence,  his  humane  policy  lost 
the  Governor-General  much  popularity  with  his  enraged 
countrymen. 

The  Mutiny  was  followed  by  a  long  period  of  material 
improvement  and  quiet  paternal  government,  with  few  wars 
or  striking  events  of  any  sort.  After  this  tranquillity  has  come 
our  own  era  of  change.  The  demand  of  Indians  for  self- 
government  is  the  result  in  general  of  the  world  forces  which 
are  stirring  the  somnolent  East,  and  in  particular  of  the  unify¬ 
ing  and  educating  work  of  the  British  in  India.  The  difficulties 
of  the  present  era  of  transition  have  been  enhanced  by  that 
streak  of  blood,  and  of  suspicion  sprung  from  blood,  long  run¬ 
ning  underground,  which  can  be  tracked  to  its  source  in  the 
year  of  the  Mutiny. 

Some  formal  changes  were  made  in  1858.  The  old  East 
India  Company  rule,  long  obsolete  in  fact,  was  abolished  in 
name.  The  Governor-General  became  the  Queen’s  Viceroy. 
But  in  spite  of  their  proud  new  title,  the  successors  of  Wellesley 
and  Dalhousie  found  the  sphere  of  independent  action  reduced 
by  the  telegraph  wire  and  the  steamship.  The  government 
became  more  and  more  a  dual  consulship  of  the  Indian 
Secretary  in  London  and  the  Viceroy  at  Calcutta.  Indeed 
improved  communications  have  altered  the  conditions  of  life 
for  all  Anglo-Indians.  They  have  been  enabled  to  enjoy 
closer  and  more  frequent  connections  with  the  homeland,  and 
to  become  more  and  more  self-sufficient  as  a  white  society,  a 
change  that  has  meant  both  gain  and  loss. 

John  Lawrence,  Viceroy  from  1864-9,  remodelled  the 
Indian  Army.  The  Queen’s  and  the  former  Company’s  troops 
were  amalgamated.  In  accordance  with  the  lessons  of  the 
Mutiny  the  artillery  were  made  wholly  European,  and  the 
proportion  of  European  to  Indian  troops  was  fixed  at  not  less 
than  one  to  two.  In  1868  the  new  Indian  Army  was  employed 
oversea  in  Africa  in  the  almost  bloodless  conquest  of  Abyssinia 
by  Lord  Napier  of  Magdala,  owing  to  our  quarrel  with  King 
Theodore.  We  have  never  since  had  a  serious  dispute  with  the 
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Abyssinian  State,  a  fact  of  some  importance  after  we  became 
its  neighbours  in  the  Sudan. 

In  1876  Disraeli’s  policy  procured  for  the  Queen  the  title 
of  Empress  of  India. 


CHAPTER  XXI 

The  last  days  of  Whig-Liberalism — ‘  The  Triumvirate  ’  helps  Cavour  to 
free  Italy — Cobden’s  Commercial  Treaty  with  France — The  American 
Civil  War — Canadian  Federation — Denmark — Death  of  Palmerston, 
1865. 

In  1 857  Palmerston  as  Prime  Minister  fought  and  won  another 
battle  against  the  collective  wisdom  of  Parliament,  in  his  old 
‘  Don  Pacifico  ’  style  of  seven  years  before.1  In  dealing  with 
China  over  the  affair  of  the  Arrow  he  abused  the  strength  of 
Britain  and  brought  on  a  war  originating  from  an  unworthy 
quarrel.  So  thought  not  only  Cobden,  but  the  Peelites,  Lord 
John  Russell,  and  Disraeli’s  Conservative  party,  who  all  com¬ 
bined  to  defeat  him  in  the  House.  He  appealed  to  the  elec- 
Feb.  torate,  and  came  back  victorious,  having  extinguished  at  the 
1857  polls  the  weakest  of  the  parties  allied  against  him,  the  ‘  Man¬ 
chester  School.’  The  defeat  of  Cobden  and  Bright  in  the  house 
of  their  friends,  in  those  northern  constituencies  where  they 
had  for  so  many  years  been  personally  identified  with  the  self- 
consciousness  of  the  industrial  community,  was  due  as  much 
to  their  former  opposition  to  the  Crimean  War  as  to  the 
Chinese  question  of  the  hour. 

But  their  long  battle  with  Palmerston,  the  most  profound 
political  antagonism  of  that  easy-going  period,  resembled  the 
alternate  rise  and  fall  of  Punch  and  the  Policeman,  in  rapid 
exchange  of  knock-out  blows,  each  less  fatal  than  appears  at 
the  moment  to  the  applauding  spectators.  Hardly  had  the  men 
of  peace  crept  back  at  by-elections  into  the  arena  whence  they 
had  been  expelled  by  Palmerston’s  ‘  Chinese  ’  dissolution, 
before  we  find  them  again  heading  the  alliance  of  his  enemies, 
and  again  defeating  his  government,  this  time  in  a  manner 
fatal  to  its  continuance.  The  combination  of  parties — Tories, 
Peelites,  Russellite  Whigs  and  Manchester  schoolmen — was 
the  same  as  that  which  had  beaten  Palmerston  on  Cobden’s 
Chinese  motion  a  year  before.  But  this  time  he  could  not  hope 

1  P.  297,  above. 
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to  appeal  from  the  House  to  the  nationalist  passions  of  the 
electorate,  because  the  motion  of  Bright  and  his  friend  Gibson 
charged  Palmerston  with  neglect  of  his  country’s  honour. 

The  complaint  was  that  his  Foreign  Secretary  had  left  un¬ 
answered  the  rather  insolent  dispatch  of  Napoleon  Ill’s  Feb. 
Minister,  on  the  subject  of  the  Orsini  bomb  outrage  which  had  1858 
been  plotted  by  refugees  in  England.  On  this  question  Pal¬ 
merston  had  the  country  against  him,  as  on  the  occasion  of  his 
former  complaisance  to  Napoleon  over  the  coup  d'etat. 

Another  brief  interlude  of  Conservative  government  under 
Derby  and  Disraeli  ensued  on  Palmerston’s  fall.  But  after 
the  General  Election  of  1859  the  Conservatives  found  them¬ 
selves  still  in  a  minority,  and  were  replaced  by  a  Cabinet 
of  Whig-Liberal  reunion  under  Palmerston,  Russell  and  Glad-  1859-65 
stone.  The  kaleidoscope  of  sections  and  parties  remained  fixed 
in  this  new  formation  for  the  next  half-dozen  years.  The 
government  of  the  ‘  Triumvirate,’  as  it  was  called,  after  the 
three  leaders  whose  co-operation  was  the  condition  of  its  sur¬ 
vival,  dealt  with  the  Italian  crisis  on  liberal  principles,  and 
with  the  American  Civil  War  and  the  Danish  question  on  no 
principles  at  all.  In  home  affairs  its  motto  was  to  let  sleeping 
dogs  lie. 

Palmerston’s  last  Ministry  was  in  fact  the  final  phase  of 
the  old  Whig-Liberalism  which  the  first  Reform  Bill  had 
brought  into  power,  the  alliance  of  the  ‘  ten-pound  voter  ’ 
with  the  great  Whig  families.  The  reforms  which  that  com¬ 
bination  was  capable  of  inspiring  had  been  carried,  and  its 
motive  force  was  spent.  Palmerston,  tamed  by  age  and  by 
repeated  proof  that  he  could  not  flout  all  his  colleagues  all  the 
time,  submitted  with  a  good  grace  to  share  power  with  Russell 
as  his  Foreign  Minister.  The  days  of  his  dictatorship  were 
over.  But  he  yielded  points  less  willingly  to  Gladstone,  whom 
he  felt  to  be  his  own  antithesis  both  in  policy  and  in  character. 
Gladstone,  now  again  Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer,  had,  in 
middle  age,  become  the  rising  hope  of  the  younger  Liberals 
and  of  the  forces  of  the  unenfranchised  who,  under  John 
Bright,  were  already  beginning  to  batter  at  the  gates.  But  all 
those  folk  would  have  to  wait  till  Palmerston  died;  after  him 
the  deluge  would  come,  dreaded  by  fashionable  Whig  and 
Tory  society  under  the  name  of  ‘American  democracy.’ 

The  question  on  which  the  Triumvirate  worked  most  in 
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harmony  was  the  Italian.  They  took  office  in  the  middle  of 
1859  the  summer  campaign  of  Magenta  and  Solferino,  when  Napo¬ 
leon,  in  alliance  with  the  Piedmont  of  Victor  Emmanuel  and 
Cavour,  was  driving  the  Austrians  out  of  the  Milanese  plain 
into  the  Venetian  quadrilateral.  The  outgoing  Derby  govern¬ 
ment,  inimical  to  the  Italian  cause  as  a  disturber  of  peace,  had 
felt  no  emotion  to  counteract  the  distrust  that  it  shared  with 
all  Englishmen  of  Napoleon’s  bid  for  European  supremacy. 
On  the  other  hand,  the  incoming  Liberal  Cabinet  was  domin¬ 
ated  by  three  men  who  were  all  of  them  enthusiasts  for  Italy, 
though  each  was  in  a  different  degree  fearful  of  French 
aggression. 

The  change  at  Downing  Street  came  at  the  very  moment 
when  English  help  could  be  most  useful  to  the  Italian  cause, 
namely,  at  the  moment  when  France  and  Italy  were  beginning 
to  quarrel.  In  July  1859,  a  month  after  the  new  British 
Ministry  had  come  into  power,  Napoleon  made  peace  with 
the  Austrians  at  Villafranca,  giving  liberated  Milan  to  Pied¬ 
mont,  but  ascribing  the  rest  of  Italy  to  its  reactionary  rulers, 
foreign  and  native.  Napoleon  himself  would  have  liked  to  do 
better  for  Italy,  but  he  dared  not  shed  more  French  blood 
for  a  cause  which  his  Clerical  supporters  at  home  detested, 
particularly  as  France  was  being  threatened  by  the  Prussian 
armies  on  the  Rhine.  Moreover,  even  if  he  could  have  had  his 
own  way,  he  would  not  have  wished  to  see  Italy  united  and 
strong,  for  then  she  would  become  independent  of  France. 
He  aimed  at  a  confederation  of  small,  self-governing  Italian 
States,  presided  over  by  a  Liberal  Pope  and  looking  to  France 
for  protection.  But  there  was  no  longer  a  Liberal  Pope,  the 
Italians  had  other  aspirations,  and  the  Napoleonic  vision  was 
not  to  be  realised.  Either  Italy  must  be  united,  strong  and  in¬ 
dependent,  or  else  remain  the  slave  of  Austria  and  of  native 
reaction. 

Just  when  the  limitations  of  Napoleon’s  policy  were  be¬ 
coming  apparent,  at  the  end  of  his  half-successful  Lombard 
campaign,  the  new  British  Government  appeared  on  the  scene, 
to  run  up  the  bidding  for  Italy,  and  eventually  to  compel 
France  to  acquiesce  in  the  unity  of  the  whole  Peninsula. 

Throughout  i860  every  great  Power  on  the  Continent, 
including  France,  was  hostile  to  Italian  unity.  But  France  was 
so  far  in  favour  of  Italian  freedom  and  Piedmont,  that  she 
would  not  willingly  see  the  work  of  her  1859  campaign  undone 
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by  an  Austrian  re-conquest,  diplomatically  backed  by  Prussia 
and  Russia.  In  this  state  of  things,  England,  by  her  clear 
declaration  that  the  Italians  should  be  allowed  to  settle  their 
own  affairs,  was  able  to  keep  the  ring  for  Gavour  and  Garibaldi 
to  work  out  at  the  chosen  moment  the  unity  as  well  as  the 
freedom  of  Italy. 

England’s  part  in  the  creation  of  the  Italian  kingdom  in 
1  859-60  was  the  most  important  and  well-deserved  success  of 
British  diplomacy  between  the  Belgian  settlement  of  Grey  and 
Palmerston,  and  the  close  of  the  Victorian  era.  In  many  of  the 
other  great  questions  that  we  touched — The  American  Civil 
War,  Denmark,  Turkey — our  statesmen  displayed  a  lament¬ 
able  ignorance  of  the  forces  with  which  they  were  dealing,  and 
produced  no  lasting  settlement  of  which  England  has  reason 
to  be  proud.  Only  our  Italian  policy  of  1859-60  was  based  on 
a  real  understanding  of  the  people  and  of  the  facts.  Therefore 
it  succeeded,  and  helped  to  raise  up  a  new  national  power  in 
Europe  who  has  since  proved  our  friend  in  need,  partly  from 
memory  of  the  transactions  of  that  crisis,  partly  from  political 
affinity  and  common  interests. 

Of  the  Triumvirate,  Palmerston  knew  least  about  the 
Italian  question,  though  he  hated  Italy’s  despots.  Gladstone, 
while  still  a  Conservative,  had  in  1851  studied  on  the  spot  the 
Neapolitan  prisons  and  ‘  Bomba’s  ’  judicial  system,  and  had 
been  converted  to  the  Italian  cause  by  what  he  had  then  seen. 
Russell  had  lived  for  years  in  domestic  intimacy  with  the 
Italian  exiles  in  England.  Through  these  foreign  friends,  and 
through  Sir  James  Hudson,  our  Minister  at  Turin,  he  was 
kept  in  close  touch  with  the  successive  phases  of  Cavour’s 
labyrinthine  policy.  Hudson,  through  his  personal  friendship 
with  Russell,  was  able  to  make  British  policy  in  Italy  move  fast 
enough  to  keep  pace  with  the  rapidity  of  events  in  a  year  of 
revolution. 

First  Hudson  persuaded  Lord  John  to  accept  the  accom¬ 
plished  fact  of  the  cession  of  Nice  and  Savoy  to  France,  as  being 
the  necessary  prepayment  made  by  Cavour  to  Napoleon  for  April 
permission  to  liberate  any  further  portions  of  Italy.  If  Hudson  1860 
had  not  made  the  real  bearings  of  the  question  clear  to  Russell, 
the  fury  of  Palmerston  and  of  England  in  general  at  this  trans¬ 
action  would  very  probably  have  involved  us  in  a  war  with 
France,  which  would  have  been  fatal  to  Italy  and  beneficial 
only  to  the  Eastern  despotisms. 
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May-  In  the  summer,  Garibaldi  liberated  Sicily  by  his  adventure 

June  0f  Thousand.  The  enthusiasm  with  which  it  was  hailed  in 

1860  England  was  such  as  perhaps  no  other  foreigner’s  enterprise 
has  ever  aroused  in  our  island.  Helped  by  the  popular  feeling 
for  Garibaldi,  Hudson  persuaded  Lord  John,  and  through  him 
the  Cabinet,  that  the  hour  had  struck  for  the  complete  unity 
of  all  Italians  in  one  State — a  solution  to  which  Palmerston, 
Gladstone,  Russell  and  Hudson  himself  had  been  averse  until 
Garibaldi  took  Palermo.  That  event  made  a  willing  convert 
of  England.  But  France,  as  well  as  Russia,  Prussia  and 
Austria,  still  continued  hostile  to  Italian  unity.  In  giving 
effect  to  this  change  of  British  policy,  Hudson  persuaded 
Russell  not  to  become  a  party  to  Napoleon’s  design  of  sending 
the  British  and  French  fleets  to  Messina,  to  stop  Garibaldi 
from  crossing  from  Sicily  to  the  Neapolitan  mainland.  Such 
action  to  check  Garibaldi’s  further  progress  would  have  been 
in  accordance  with  the  policy  which  Cavour  was  constrained 
by  France  and  Austria  to  announce  in  public,  but  contrary  to 
Cavour’s  secret  wishes,  as  Hudson  well  knew.  Any  Minister 
but  Russell,  nay,  Russell  himself  with  different  coaching,  might 
have  stopped  Garibaldi  at  the  Straits,  and  that  might  well  have 
been  fatal  to  Italian  unity. 

There  went  so  many  miracles  to  make  Italy — the  miracle- 
men,  Mazzini,  Garibaldi,  Cavour,  the  right  king  on  the  right 
throne,  the  thousand  wonderful  chances  of  battle  and  debate — 
that  we  sometimes  overlook  a  miracle  in  that  age  second  to 
none,  that  in  i860  a  British  Foreign  Minister  thoroughly 
understood,  by  years  of  previous  study  and  from  the  best 
sources  of  daily  information,  the  main  question  with  which  he 
was  called  upon  to  deal. 

Palmerston’s  admiration  of  the  French  Emperor  did  not 
survive  the  affair  of  Nice  and  Savoy,  in  which  he  saw  the 
beginning  of  another  era  of  Napoleonic  aggrandisement.  His 
formidable  temper  was  at  length  stirred  up  against  the  man  on 
whose  behalf  he  had  twice  in  years  gone  by  suffered  political 
ostracism.  In  the  year  1859-60  the  feeling  against  France 
ran  high,  led  by  The  Times  newspaper,  and  we  came  very  near 
to  war.  If  the  Government  had  been  a  Palmerstonian  dicta¬ 
torship  as  in  1856,  war  would  probably  have  broken  out. 
Fortunately  Russell  was  better  versed  in  the  realities  of  the 
situation,  and  Gladstone,  the  Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer, 


COBDEN’S  TREATY  329 

came  out  as  a  belligerent  champion  of  peace  and  economy, 
of  a  calibre  to  stand  up  even  against  Palmerston  himself. 

It  ended  in  a  victory  for  peace.  Cobden,  encouraged  by 
Gladstone,  went  over  to  Paris  on  his  own  account,  and  with  his 
marvellous  persuasiveness  began  negotiations  with  Napoleon 
in  person,  which  ended  in  a  Commercial  Treaty  between  France 
and  England,  the  free-trade  advantages  of  which  bore  down 
the  clamour  for  war  in  our  island.  Beyond  the  Channel,  where 
Protectionism  was  dominant,  Napoleon’s  free-trade  policy  was 
a  proof  of  his  earnest  desire  to  keep  the  peace  with  our  country, 
even  at  the  cost  of  unpopularity  with  his  own  subjects.  At  an 
ugly  crisis  peace  had  been  preserved  by  what  Mr.  Gladstone 
called  ‘  a  great  European  operation.’  The  credit  was  due  in 
France  to  an  ‘  enlightened  despotism,’  in  England  to  the  more 
democratic  elements  of  opinion  led  by  Gladstone  from  the 
Treasury  bench,  in  alliance  with  Cobden  and  Bright. 

It  was  in  the  sweat  and  agony  of  that  contest  to  avert  war 
that  Gladstone’s  friendship  with  Bright  began,  destined  to 
bear  notable  fruit  after  Palmerston’s  death.  The  positive  prizes 
they  had  secured  in  place  of  war — Cobden’s  Commercial 
Treaty  and  Gladstone’s  budgets  of  18  60-1,  including  the 
repeal  of  the  Paper  Duties 1 — are  remembered  as  trophies  of 
Palmerston’s  premiership,  though  certainly  not  of  his  policy. 

A  lasting  benefit  remained  over  to  England  from  the  war 
panic,  in  the  shape  of  the  Volunteer  movement.  This  embodi¬ 
ment  of  the  ideals  and  policy  of  Victorian  England  has  grown 
in  our  own  day  into  the  Territorial  Force,  and  has  proved  its 
value  on  the  fields  of  France,  though  not,  in  the  actual  event,  in 
conflict  with  Frenchmen.  The  song  which  Tennyson,  as  Poet 
Laureate,  wrote  for  the  original  Volunteers  of  1859,  ‘Form, 
form,  Riflemen,  form,’  is  a  denunciation  of  Napoleon  III: 

4  True  we  have  got — such  a  faithful  ally 
That  only  the  devil  can  tell  what  he  means.’ 

To  us  Englishmen  he  meant  better  than  Tennyson  knew. 

In  1863  Palmerston  consented  to  a  most  generous  act  of 

1  In  i860  the  Lords  had  rejected  Gladstone’s  repeal  of  the  Paper  Duty, 
aimed  at  giving  people  cheap  books  and  journals,  Palmerston  secretly  ap¬ 
plauding  the  rejection.  Gladstone  next  year  put  all  his  financial  proposals 
together  into  one  budget  which  the  Lords  could  not  amend  and  dared  not 
reject.  This  action  first  marked  him  out  as  the  future  Radical  leader. 
Much  of  the  credit  for  the  initiation  of  ‘Cobden’s  Treaty’  lies  with 
Chevalier  on  the  French  side  (see Nineteenth  Century, Nov.  22,  A.L.Dunham), 
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foreign  policy.  The  Ionian  islands  off  the  coast  of  Greece,  in 
our  hands  since  the  treaties  of  1 8 15,  were  given  to  Greece  at 
the  desire  of  their  inhabitants.  It  was  done  on  the  advice  of 
Gladstone,  who  had  been  sent  to  study  the  question  as  Com¬ 
missioner  a  few  years  before.  Hellenic  sympathies  and  Liberal 
principles  were  the  motives  of  an  action  which  has  few  analo¬ 
gies  in  history. 

Scarcely  had  we  escaped  the  danger  of  a  meaningless  war 
with  France  when  a  yet  darker  fate  threatened  us,  the  danger 
1861  5  of  becoming  involved  in  the  American  Civil  War  on  the  side 
of  the  Southern  slave-owners.  Our  escape  from  that  entangle¬ 
ment,  and  the  final  victory  of  the  North,  followed  immediately 
by  Palmerston’s  death,  opened  out  the  way  for  the  enfranchise¬ 
ment  of  the  working  classes  and  the  recognition  of  democracy 
as  the  governing  force  in  Great  Britain. 

The  issue  in  America  arose  from  the  demand  of  the 
Southern  slave-owning  States  to  dominate  the  politics  of  the 
whole  Union,  as  the  only  means  by  which  the  ultimate  extinc¬ 
tion  of  slavery  could  be  avoided.  Slavery  was  indeed  in  no 
immediate  danger  of  suppression.  The  abolitionist  agitation 
had  not  converted  the  North,  but  it  had  maddened  the  slave¬ 
owners  of  the  South,  and  driven  them  into  a  course  of  action 
which  proved  their  undoing.  For  years  they  dictated  to  their 
fellow-citizens  of  the  North,  and  bullied  the  whole  Union. 
The  Northerners,  immersed  in  business,  were  more  interested 
in  developing  the  resources  of  the  country  than  in  conducting 
its  politics,  while  the  Southern  gentlemen  left  the  slave-driving 
to  overseers,  and  interested  themselves  in  affairs  of  State.  But 
Nov.  at  last  the  apparently  inexhaustible  patience  of  the  North  gave 

1860  out,  and  the  choice  of  Lincoln  as  President-elect  signified  that 
a  stand  would  be  made. 

It  was  no  part  of  Lincoln’s  Presidential  programme  to 
abolish  slavery  in  the  existing  slave  States,  but  he  would  no 
longer  permit  them  to  control  the  policy  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment,  or  to  force  their  ‘  peculiar  institution  ’  on  new  States 
forming  in  the  West.  Their  answer  was  to  secede  from  the 
April  Union  under  Jefferson  Davis  as  President  of  a  new  Confed- 

1861  eracy.  The  North,  under  firm  guidance  from  the  new  Presi¬ 
dent,  denied  their  right  to  secede,  and  waged  war  to  bring 
them  back  into  the  national  fold. 

Thus  the  origin  of  the  quarrel  was  freedom  against  slavery, 
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but  its  final  form  was  Union  against  Secession.  The  two  issues 
had  become  identified.  Either  the  Union  would  emerge  one 
of  the  most  powerful  States  in  the  world,  and  a  democracy  in 
every  sense;  or  else  a  new  world-power  would  come  into  being 
based  on  slavery  as  an  ideal,  while  democracy,  not  yet  estab¬ 
lished  in  Europe,  would  have  proved  itself,  on  its  own  soil, 
incapable  of  preserving  great  political  units  from  disruption. 

In  England  the  upper  ranks  of  society  sympathised  gener¬ 
ally  with  the  South,  and  the  lower  with  the  North.  Since,  how¬ 
ever,  the  Northern  sympathisers  were  not  then  enfranchised, 
the  Southern  sympathisers  were  vocal  and  important  out  of 
proportion  to  their  numbers.  Journalists  and  statesmen  were 
not  then  obliged  to  appeal  to  working-class  opinion,  and  they 
made  England  appear  more  ‘  Southern  ’  than  she  really  was. 

The  reason  of  this  social  cleavage  on  the  American  question 
was  twofold.  In  the  first  place  the  poorer  classes  had  then 
many  relations  in  the  Northern  United  States  who  often  wrote 
home  to  say  what  a  fine  land  they  had  found;  for  a  generation 
past  there  had  been  a  great  flood  of  emigrants  in  that  direction 
as  well  as  to  our  own  Colonies.  America  was  therefore  better 
understood  in  the  cottage  than  in  the  mansion.  For  the  upper 
and  political  classes  had  not  then  contracted  the  habit  of  inter¬ 
marriage  with  Americans,  which  has  in  more  recent  times 
helped  to  change  their  attitude  to  the  Republic.  So  little  was 
America  known  to  the  readers  of  The  Times ,  that  when  the 
great  newspaper  declared  pontifically  that  Yankees  were 
cowards  and  that  slavery  was  not  an  issue  in  the  struggle, 
Belgravia  and  its  dependencies  believed  what  they  read.  Such 
ignorance  about  the  affairs  of  a  great  English-speaking  com¬ 
munity  was  in  striking  contrast  with  the  close  knowledge  of 
Italy  displayed  in  the  same  quarters.  If  Mr.  Gladstone  had 
watched  a  slave-auction  in  the  South,  as  he  had  watched  the 
Neapolitan  political  trials,  he  would  not  have  said  that  Jeff 
Davis  had  ‘  made  a  nation  ’  ;  and  if  Lord  John  had  known 
Boston  society  as  well  as  he  knew  the  Italian  exiles,  he  would 
have  taken  yet  a  little  more  trouble  than  he  did  to  prevent  the 
sailing  of  the  Alabama. 

The  second  reason  for  the  cleavage  of  British  opinion  on 
the  Civil  War  was  that  one  section  was  dreading  and  the  other 
eagerly  expecting  the  advent  of  ‘  American  democracy  ’  in 
England  by  a  further  extension  of  the  franchise.  It  is  indeed 
remarkable  that  Gladstone,  who  was  destined  to  be  the  chief 
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beneficiary  of  the  next  Reform  Bill,  espoused  the  Southern 
cause.  But  in  the  main  English  Reformers  sided  with  the 
industrial  and  democratic  North,  and  the  anti-Reformers,  Whig 
and  Tory,  with  the  gentlemen  of  the  Southern  Confederacy. 

John  Bright  put  himself  at  the  head  of  the  democratic 
elements  favouring  the  North.  In  these  four  years  of  the 
American  Civil  War,  and  the  two  years  of  the  British  Reform 
struggle  that  followed,  the  real  battle  of  his  life  was  fought  and 
won.  During  the  Corn  Law  controversy  he  had  only  been 
Cobden’s  lieutenant.  In  opposing  the  Crimea  he  had  only 
been  one  of  two,  though  his  eloquence,  the  reflection  of  deep 
moral  qualities,  had  then  begun  to  give  him  a  place  apart  in 
men’s  minds,  in  spite  of  the  unpopularity  of  his  views.  But 
from  1859  onwards,  without  dividing  himself  from  Cobden, 
he  had  struck  out  a  policy  of  his  own  on  franchise  reform  in 
which  Cobden,  always  sceptical  as  to  the  intelligence  of  the 
working  class,  refused  to  take  a  share.  Cobden  continued  to 
believe  in  the  future  of  upper  middle-class  Liberalism,  at  a 
time  when  the  upper  middle-classes  were  becoming  Conser¬ 
vative.  And,  therefore,  when  he  died  in  1865,  he  was  no 
longer  in  the  commanding  position  of  leadership  that  he  had 
occupied  twenty  years  before. 

Bright  on  the  other  hand  was  uniting  the  lower  middle- 
class  and  working-classes  in  a  new  radical  party,  more  for¬ 
midable,  because  less  alarming  to  property,  than  the  old 
Chartism  with  its  purely  working-class  standpoint.  In  the 
’sixties  Bright  was  the  political  leader  of  the  town  artisans,  not 
on  a  ‘  class-conscious  ’  basis,  but  as  a  part  of  the  nation  claiming 
their  rights  as  such.  The  ‘  class-consciousness  ’  seemed  rather 
to  be  chargeable  against  the  aristocracy  and  wealthier  bour¬ 
geoisie  who  denied  political  power  to  the  majority  of  their 
fellow-citizens.  ‘  If  a  class  has  failed,’  said  Bright,  ‘  let  us  try 
the  nation.’  Trade-Unionism,  engaged  in  securing  better 
wages  and  conditions,  and  mellowed  by  the  general  prosperity 
of  the  country,  had  forgotten  its  socialistic  ambitions  of  the 
Owenite  period,  and  encouraged  its  members  to  fall  in  under 
Bright’s  banner  to  fight  for  Parliamentary  Reform,  alongside 
of  the  radical  portion  of  the  ‘  collared  classes.’  The  Protestant 
Christianity  and  Bible  knowledge  of  the  vast  audiences  whom 
Bright  addressed,  put  them  in  sympathy  with  the  form  and 
spirit  of  the  Quaker’s  moral  appeal,  as  also  with  a  part  at  least 
of  Gladstone’s  idealism.  If  Bright  was  a  demagogue,  he  knew 
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none  of  the  baser  arts  of  the  trade,  and  his  singleness  of  mind 
stood  him  in  good  stead  with  that  generation  of  men. 

The  issue  was  greatly  influenced  from  overseas.  The 
Colonies  had  just  been  granted  self-government  without  any 
limitation  of  the  suffrage — a  powerful  argument  against  the 
restriction  of  the  franchise  at  home.  And  now  the  principle  of 
democracy  as  a  practical  form  of  government  was  undergoing 
ordeal  by  battle  in  the  United  States. 

The  Civil  War  was  a  question  in  every  way  suited  to  John 
Bright.  He  knew  much  more  about  America  than  did  the 
Foreign  Office  or  the  Cabinet.  The  question  of  slavery  stirred 
the  deeps  of  his  compassion  and  put  him  in  touch  with  what 
was  best  and  most  powerful  in  the  England  of  that  day.  He 
had  the  sense  to  ‘  swallow  his  formulas  ’  of  pacificism  for  the 
occasion.  For  three  years  he  lived  in  daily  dread  lest  blood¬ 
shed  so  unexampled  should  induce  the  North  to  make  terms 
with  slavery  and  end  the  war  before  it  had  completed  its  work. 
He  saw  no  less  clearly  that  if  the  great  experiment  of  the  North 
American  Republic  broke  up  in  disaster,  democracy  would  be 
discredited  all  the  world  over  as  having  been  tried  and  found 
wanting.  These  things  he  and  William  Edward  Forster  and 
a  few  others  taught  to  the  people  of  England. 

Although  there  was  a  strong  Southern  party  in  Great 
Britain  there  were  no  partisans  of  slavery.  The  Southern  sym¬ 
pathisers  tried  to  ignore  the  slavery  issue,  but  it  emerged 
and  beat  them  in  the  end.  Conservatives  regarded  the  planters 
of  Georgia  and  Carolina  as  *  Cavaliers  ’  and  high-spirited  gentle¬ 
men  oppressed  by  a  set  of  low-bred  Yankee  tradesmen  and 
farmers.  A  section  of  Liberals,  headed  by  Gladstone,  thought 
they  saw  a  brotherhood  of  small  States  rightly  struggling 
to  be  free  against  a  tyrannous  empire.  And  many  reason¬ 
able  men  of  all  parties,  though  disliking  slavery  and  the  slave¬ 
owners,  believed  after  the  initial  Northern  defeat  of  Bull  Run 
that  the  North  could  never  conquer  the  South ;  and  that  even 
if,  contrary  to  all  form  of  likelihood,  it  was  ever  able  to  over¬ 
run  the  South  with  its  armies,  it  could  never  remake  the  nation 
by  force,  any  more  than  George  III  could,  by  destroying 
Washington’s  army,  have  remade  the  Empire  which  he  had 
alienated.  Indeed  in  1 8 6 1  it  needed  faith  to  believe  in  any 
such  possibility. 

These  views,  not  unnatural  among  people  singularly  ignor¬ 
ant  of  America  and  the  Americans,  were  confirmed  by  the 
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policy  which  Lincoln  at  first  thought  it  necessary  to  pursue. 
For  a  year  and  a  half  he  refused  to  declare  the  emancipation 
of  the  slaves,  and  represented  the  war  as  being  fought  on  the 
issue  not  of  slavery,  but  of  union.  These  declarations,  which 
were  only  half  the  truth,  deceived  no  one  in  America,  but 
deceived  many  in  England.  They  were  made  to  conciliate 
those  border  States  still  faithful  or  divided  in  allegiance,  where 
slavery  existed,  though  under  different  conditions  from  down 
South.  But  when  at  length  in  October  1862  Lincoln  pro¬ 
claimed  the  freedom  of  the  slaves  in  the  rebel  States,  he  dealt 
a  very  serious  blow  to  English  sympathies  with  the  South. 
From  that  time  forward  our  Southern  party,  forced  against  its 
will  into  the  position  of  a  pro-slavery  party,  declined  every 
month  in  power. 

If  it  had  not  been  for  the  avowed  Southern  sympathy 
of  politicians  and  journalists,  the  official  acts  of  the  British 
Government  need  not  have  given  very  grave  cause  of  offence  to 
the  North.  The  worst  offender  in  the  Ministry  was  Gladstone, 
who,  unaccustomed  to  do  anything  by  halves,  gave  vent  to  his 
enthusiasm  for  the  new  Southern  ‘  nation  ’  in  a  public  speech 
at  Newcastle  in  1862.  Palmerston  knew  better  how  to  restrain 
himself  in  utterance,  and  Gladstone’s  indiscretions  made  him 
by  antagonism  more  discreet.  But  at  heart  he  was  less  friendly 
to  Americans  as  such,  and  felt  for  their  republic  an  old-world 
jealousy  and  dislike  which  he  had  inherited  from  his  master 
Canning.  Russell,  who  as  Foreign  Minister  was  the  most 
important  of  the  three,  was  the  most  friendly  to  America,  and 
did  his  best  to  be  correct,  though  he  failed  to  understand  the 
issues  of  the  war.1 

At  the  outset,  Russell  had  angered  the  North  by  a  pro¬ 
clamation  of  neutrality  which  accorded  to  the  rebels  the  privi¬ 
leges  of  combatants ;  but  the  North  itself  in  practice  granted 
these  privileges  while  denying  them  in  theory,  Russell  enraged 
the  South  no  less  by  refusing  to  recognise  their  government, 
and  by  abstaining  from  the  intervention  which  was  the  ultimate 
hope  of  the  slave-owning  confederacy.  If  Europe  never  in¬ 
tervened,  all  the  heroism  of  General  Lee’s  armies  could  not 
ultimately  hold  out  against  superior  numbers  and  resources, 
provided  the  North  remained  united  and  in  stubborn  earnest. 

1  It  is  noticeable  that  the  able  contemporary  essays  in  which  Lord  Robert 
Cecil,  the  future  Lord  Salisbury,  attacked  Russell’s  mismanagement  of  the 
Danish  and  Brazilian  questions,  also  attacked  him  for  his  friendliness  to 
Lincoln’s  government  during  the  Civil  War. 


THE  TRENT  AFFAIR  335 

Christmas  1861  was  the  moment  of  greatest  danger  in  the 
relations  of  America  and  Britain.  Jefferson  Davis  had  sent 
over  two  men,  Mason  and  Slidell,  to  stir  up  England  and 
France  to  interfere  on  the  Southern  side.  Mason,  who  was 
coming  to  our  country  to  match  himself  against  the  grave 
astuteness  of  the  American  Minister,  Charles  Francis  Adams, 
proved  so  unfitted  for  his  task  that  Lincoln  would  have  done 
well  to  have  given  him  a  convoy  across  the  Atlantic.  But  un¬ 
fortunately  an  over-zealous  Federal  captain  took  Mason  and 
Slidell  off  the  British  ship  Trent  and  carried  them  prisoners 
into  a  Northern  port.  It  was  an  outrage  on  our  flag  which  could 
not  rightfully  be  defended.  But  the  Northerners  were  so  sore 
at  the  British  attitude,  and  the  insolence  of  the  Press  on  both 
sides  was  so  great,  that  it  required  considerable  moral  courage 
for  Lincoln  to  release  the  men,  and  it  was  some  time  before 
he  decided  to  do  it.  Luckily  Russell  at  the  Foreign  Office 
desired  with  his  whole  heart  that  peace  should  be  preserved. 
Under  the  steadying  influence  of  Prince  Albert  who,  from  his 
death-bed,  painfully  exerted  his  last  energies  to  have  the  word¬ 
ing  of  our  dispatches  on  the  subject  modified,  our  demands 
were  so  framed  that  America  was  able  to  give  way  without 
loss  of  self-respect. 

Apart  from  this  accidental  crisis,  the  question  of  inter¬ 
ference,  from  beginning  to  end  of  the  war,  arose  out  of  the 
blockade.  In  curious  reversal  of  the  old  quarrels  of  Napoleonic 
times,  we  stood  for  those  troublesome  rights  of  neutrals,  and 
America  for  the  detested  right  of  search.  The  North  blockaded 
the  Southern  ports,  to  starve  the  slave-owners  out  by  preventing 
them  from  selling  their  one  great  export,  cotton.  The  Lanca¬ 
shire  mills  had  then  no  other  source  whence  to  obtain  raw  cotton, 
either  in  the  Empire  or  in  foreign  countries.  That  section  of 
the  British  upper  class  which  desired  for  political  reasons  to  en¬ 
gineer  a  war  to  destroy  the  Union,  was  able  to  show  to  the 
unemployed  men  and  women  of  Lancashire  that  only  the  break¬ 
ing  of  the  blockade  could  give  immediate  relief  to  their  distress. 
But  the  appeal  was  made  in  vain  to  a  population  that  had  learnt 
to  think  for  itself.  Lancashire  tightened  its  belt  and  suffered 
willingly  for  the  cause  of  freedom.  New  sources  of  cotton 
supply  were  hastily  organised  in  India  and  elsewhere,  and 
before  the  end  of  the  war  the  worst  of  the  crisis  was  over,  and 
the  monopoly  of  American  cotton  had  been  broken. 

Napoleon  III  had  reasons  of  his  own  for  desiring  the 
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victory  of  the  South.  He  designed  to  set  up  a  French  pro¬ 
tectorate  in  Mexico  and  Central  America,  and  that  could  never 
be  done  in  face  of  the  Monroe  Doctrine  backed  by  the  full  force 
of  the  Union.  Being  therefore  not  unwilling  to  see  the  Union 
destroyed,  he  would  have  liked  to  draw  England  into  a  policy  of 
joint  intervention.  But  Palmerston,  though  he  loved  America 
little,  loved  Napoleon  less,  and  desired,  no  more  than  Canning, 
to  see  a  restoration  of  the  transatlantic  power  of  France.  After 
the  Northern  success  at  Gettysburg  in  the  summer  of  1863, 
the  question  of  interference  receded  into  the  background  as 
the  Southern  prospects  grew  less  roseate.  The  final  surrender 
of  Lee’s  army  to  Grant  and  the  moving  accident  of  Lincoln’s 
April  assassination  in  the  hour  of  victory,  converted  English  states- 
1865  men  and  journalists  once  and  for  all. 

The  Civil  War  had  left  over  a  legacy  of  indignation  against 
England  in  just  those  sections  of  American  opinion  where  we 
were  accustomed  to  find  our  best  friends.  The  North  had 
always  been  more  friendly  to  us  than  the  South,  but  we  had 
forfeited  Northern  sympathy.  Yet  we  had  not  made  ourselves 
any  better  liked  in  the  South,  which  ascribed  its  ruin  to  our 
half-hearted  backing.  Prior  to  1861,  the  relations  of  Britain 
and  America  had  been  moving  steadily  towards  an  under¬ 
standing,  as  Britain  became  more  democratic  and  America 
less  isolated.  The  animosity  aroused  by  the  Civil  War,  coming 
on  the  top  of  the  great  immigration  from  Ireland,  checked  this 
fortunate  process,  but  could  not  wholly  reverse  it. 

In  particular,  the  Civil  War  left  the  inheritance  of  the 
Alabama  claims.  In  July  1862,  by  a  grievous  and  bitterly  re¬ 
pented  error  of  negligence  on  the  part  of  Russell,  a  disguised 
privateer  had  been  allowed  to  escape  from  Liverpool  docks. 
Once  at  sea,  she  had  hoisted  the  Southern  colours,  and  began 
her  long  and  destructive  warfare  on  the  commerce  of  the  U  nited 
States.  Large  compensation  was  undoubtedly  due  for  definite 
losses  inflicted  on  American  property.  Unfortunately,  the  trucu¬ 
lence  of  the  Northern  mood  after  the  victory  was  won,  and  re¬ 
sentment  against  the  recent  British  attitude,  took  the  form  of 
grossly  exaggerated  demands,  including  hundreds  of  millions 
for  ‘  indirect  claims,’  on  the  abstract  ground  that  the  Alabama 
and  her  consorts  had  prolonged  the  war  by  two  years.  Bright 
denied  that  they  had  prolonged  the  war  by  a  day.  The  question 
dragged  on  for  a  decade,  causing  grave  ill-feeling  on  both  sides. 
It  was  finally  handled  by  Gladstone  as  Prime  Minister  with  a 
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moral  courage  in  the  cause  of  peace  and  justice  which  went  far 
to  compensate  for  the  ‘  mistake  of  incredible  grossness  *  that 
he  confessed  he  had  made  in  his  Newcastle  speech  of  1862. 

The  just  settlement  of  the  Alabama  question  in  1872  before 
the  Geneva  tribunal,  which  rejected  the  ‘  indirect  claims  ’  and 
assessed  the  others  at  fifteen  million  dollars,  was  one  of  the 
landmarks  in  the  history  of  international  arbitration,  and  put 
an  end  to  a  period  of  strained  relations  between  the  two  parts 
of  the  English-speaking  world. 

Five  years  before  the  Alabama  settlement,  the  creation  of 
the  Dominion  of  Canada  by  the  statesmanship  of  the  Canadian, 

Sir  John  Macdonald,  had  brought  into  being  a  ‘  United  1867 
States  ’  of  British  North  America.1  This  stage  in  Imperial  evo¬ 
lution  had  been  hastened  by  the  dangers  arising  from  the  less 
friendly  attitude  of  the  Republic  after  the  war.  It  defined  and 
stabilised  the  relations  of  Canada  with  her  southern  neighbour, 
in  spite  of  the  novel  difficulties  of  the  Fenian  movement  on  the 
border.  There  was  no  longer  serious  question  of  Canada  join¬ 
ing  the  United  States.  Under  the  new  constitution,  the 
Dominion  included  all  the  provinces  (except  Newfoundland) 
of  the  Pacific  and  Atlantic  seaboards,  together  with  Upper  and 
Lower  Canada,  once  more  distinct  units,  but  now  linked  in  the 
common  federation.  The  constitution,  being  federal,  resem¬ 
bled  that  of  the  United  States,  but  it  left  more  power  to  the 
central  government. 

In  the  following  twenty  years  Macdonald’s  great  project 
of  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  materialised,  in  spite  of  many 
difficulties,  including  those  encountered  by  the  engineers  in 
driving  a  permanent  way  through  the  Rocky  Mountains. 

The  faith  of  a  group  of  men,  of  whom  Donald  Smith,  Lord 
Strathcona,  was  the  foremost,  carried  this  laborious  achieve¬ 
ment  through  to  completion  in  1885.  The  great  railway  and 
its  branches  gave  reality  to  federation,  and  enabled  the  econ¬ 
omic  life  of  Canada  to  run  westward  and  northward  on  its  own 
territory,  instead  of  only  southwards  across  the  border.  The 
provinces  on  the  two  oceans  were  thereby  united  in  fact  as 
well  as  in  law,  and  the  great  resources  of  the  centre  and  north 
were  opened  out. 

Connection  by  railway  was  a  condition  of  political  unity 
alike  in  Canada,  South  Africa  and  Australia.  The  chief 
1  See  p.  263,  above,  and  Maps,  pp.  57  and  179. 


338  RAILWAYS  AND  FEDERATION 

Australian  railways,  built  by  the  socialistically  inclined  govern¬ 
ments  of  the  various  colonies,  often  at  a  temporary  loss,  put 
an  end  to  provincial  isolation,  and  eventually  led  to  the  union  of 
all  the  Australian  Colonies  in  the  Confederation  of  1901  the 
form  of  their  union  is  indeed  somewhat  less  close  than  that  which 
has  bound  together  the  different  provinces  of  Canada  since  1 8  6  7. 
The  economic  unity  of  South  Africa  had  been  made  by  the 
railways,2  before  the  Union  of  1910  became  possible.  This 
union,  unlike  the  Australian,  bound  the  component  Colonies 
of  South  Africa  even  closer  than  the  Canadian  Federation.  In 
Canada  alone  political  union  had  preceded  the  construction 
of  the  greater  railways,  because  of  the  urgency  of  showing  a 
united  front  in  relation  to  the  neighbour  Republic.  But  the 
completion  of  the  railway  system  over  the  Rockies  was  essential 
to  the  reality  and  permanence  of  the  new  political  structure. 

Thus  in  the  ’seventies  and  ’eighties  the  relationship 
between  Britain,  Canada  and  the  United  States  took  on  its 
modern  features,  which  have  since  undergone  development 
rather  than  change. 

In  1863-4,  while  the  American  Civil  War  was  still  raging, 
the  Danish  fiasco  had  marked  the  end  of  Palmerstonianism  in 
our  dealings  with  Europe,  where  forces  were  rising  too  for¬ 
midable  to  be  treated  by  us  in  the  cavalier  fashion  that  had 
passed  muster  for  twenty  years  past.  The  question  at  issue 
was  the  race  problem  of  Schleswig  and  Holstein,  eventually 
solved  by  the  compromise  and  plebiscite  of  our  own  day. 

The  status  of  the  two  provinces,  partly  German  and  partly 
Danish  in  race  and  feeling,  was  in  dispute  between  Germany 
1863-4  and  Denmark.  Germany  was  represented  by  Prussia  and  Aus¬ 
tria  in  alliance,  but  in  effect  Bismarck  directed  their  action. 
England,  concerned  as  co-signatory  of  a  former  Danish  treaty, 
tried  to  negotiate  a  compromise,  but  the  Danes  at  first,  and  the 
Germans  later  on  were  decidedly  unreasonable.  When  Bis¬ 
marck  bullied,  Palmerston  rashly  said  that  if  Denmark  had  to 
fight  she  would  not  fight  alone,  and  Lord  Russell’s  dispatches 
as  Foreign  Minister  were  calculated  to  convey  a  like  impression. 

British  sympathies  were  with  Denmark,  partly  because 
she  was  the  small  country,  partly  because  her  Princess  Alex¬ 
andra  had  recently  married  the  Prince  of  Wales.  But  neither 
the  British  people,  the  House  of  Commons,  nor  the  royal 

1  See  pp.  417-8,  below.  *  See  Map,  p.  413,  below. 
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family  with  its  Germanophile  head,  had  any  real  intention  of 
going  to  war  with  the  combined  powers  of  Central  Europe. 
And  since  several  members  of  the  Cabinet  were  opposed  to 
the  bellicose  policy  of  the  Prime  Minister  and  the  Foreign 
Secretary,  the  Queen’s  energetic  expression  of  her  views  bore 
a  weight  which  they  never  carried  in  cases  where  the  Cabinet 
was  of  one  mind  and  supported  by  public  opinion. 

For  Britain,  the  prospects  of  war  were  bleak  in  the  extreme. 
We  had  no  allies.  Russell  and  Palmerston  had  alienated 
Napoleon  by  repeated  refusals  to  do  what  he  wanted,  both  in 
America  and  in  Europe.  Russell  had  also  alienated  Russia  by 
protesting  against  her  infamous  tyranny  in  Poland  the  year 
before,  which  Bismarck  had  been  careful  to  aid  and  abet.  If  it 
was  the  object  of  Palmerston  and  Russell  to  oppose  the  rise 
of  Bismarckian  Germany,  they  should  have  prepared  the 
ground.  But  they  had  consistently  alienated  France  and  Russia 
and  had  taught  the  British  public  to  believe  that  the  balance 
of  power  was  threatened,  not  by  Germany,  but  by  Russia  and 
by  France.  They  had  chosen  for  us  a  position  of  isolation.  It 
followed,  though  they  did  not  see  it,  that  we  must  adopt  a 
policy  of  non-interference.  And  such  in  fact  became  the  Glad- 
stonian  policy  in  the  coming  era. 

The  forces  now  moving  on  the  European  field  were  too 
big  for  us  to  face  without  allies.  We  had  no  army  that  could 
hold  its  own  against  Prussia  and  Austria.  In  these  circum¬ 
stances  the  decision  to  stand  down  and  see  Denmark  over¬ 
whelmed  in  war,  though  undignified,  was  more  sensible  than 
the  threatening  language  we  had  used  at  first,  which  Bismarck 
had  treated  with  a  contempt  justified  by  the  event.  This  igno¬ 
minious  episode  served  as  a  useful  warning,  and  put  an  end  to 
the  Palmerstonian  method  of  dealing  with  European  countries. 

Early  next  year  the  news  of  Lincoln’s  victory  gave  a  shatter¬ 
ing  blow  to  the  domestic  conservatism  which  Palmerston  had  so 
long  imposed  on  English  Liberals.  But  nature  had  not  made 
him  of  the  mould  to  be  depressed  by  the  failure  of  his  plans 
or  the  confutation  of  his  prophecies.  His  countrymen  liked 
his  pluck,  and  found  in  him  a  magnificent  mirror  of  their 
own  qualities.  At  the  General  Election  of  July,  destined  to  be 
the  last  held  under  the  old  franchise,  a  majority  was  returned 
pledged  to  support  him  for  personal  rather  than  political 
reasons.  In  October  the  old  man  died  in  harness,  Britain’s 
popular  Minister  to  the  last.  He  had  been  a  lover  of  life,  and 
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life  had  repaid  him  in  full.  He  is  less  likely  to  be  forgotten 
than  many  wiser  statesmen,  for  he  had  filled  great  parts  for 
many  years,  and  when  he  was  on  the  stage  no  one  could  take 
his  eyes  off  the  play. 


CHAPTER  XXII 

Mill,  Darwin  and  the  new  era — Bright,  Gladstone  and  Disraeli  enfran¬ 
chise  the  town  labourer,  1866-7 — Gladstone’s  Reform  Ministry,  1868- 
74 — Irish  Church  and  land — The  Education  Act — University,  Civil 
Service  and  Army  Reform. 

The  victory  of  the  North  and  the  death  of  Palmerston,  together 
gave  the  signal  for  another  era  of  Reform,  corresponding  in 
importance  to  the  legislation  of  the  Whigs  during  the  five 
years  after  Wellington’s  fall.  If  the  events  connected  with  the 
second  Reform  Bill  and  its  sequel  were  less  sensational  than 
those  of  the  first,  it  was  because  the  idea  of  change  was  no 
longer  new  and  shocking,  and  because  the  supremacy  of  the 
national  will  had  proved  itself  in  the  former  battle  against 
privilege.  In  1832  the  nation  had  been  made  supreme  and 
had  been  so  defined  as  to  include  half  the  middle  class.  In 
1 867  it  was  defined  again  so  as  to  include  the  rest  of  the  middle 
class  and  the  working-men  of  the  towns.  The  immediate  con¬ 
sequence,  between  1868  and  1875,  was  a  l°ng  list  of  reforms, 
including,  under  the  Liberals,  Irish  Church  and  Land  Acts, 
popular  education,  army  reform,  the  opening  of  the  Civil 
Service  and  the  Universities  to  free  competition;  under  the 
Conservatives,  sanitary  and  municipal  legislation  and  new  laws 
to  assist  Trade  Unionism;  and  finally,  after  another  interval, 
the  inclusion  of  the  agricultural  labourer  in  the  national  fran¬ 
chise  in  1884,  leading  a  few  years  later  to  the  establishment  of 
local  self-government  in  the  rural  districts. 

In  this  adaptation  of  our  institutions  to  the  new  theory 
that  Britain  was  a  democracy  no  less  than  her  own  Colonies  or 
America,  Bright  and  Gladstone  showed  the  way,  by  inspiring 
public  opinion  and  directing  Parliament,  while  Disraeli  so 
‘  educated  ’  the  Conservative  party  that  it  offered  no  such  re¬ 
sistance  to  these  changes  as  it  had  opposed  to  the  first  Reform 
Bill,  and  even  took  the  lead  in  parts  of  the  process. 

Behind  the  statesmen  of  the  transition  stood  the  philo¬ 
sopher,  John  Stuart  Mill,  whose  writings  were  at  the  height  of 
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their  influence  in  the  ’sixties  and  ’seventies.  Lie  had  been 
bred  up  by  his  father  as  a  Benthamite  of  the  strictest  sect,  but 
his  life’s  work  was  to  purify  Bentham’s  utilitarianism  of  its 
pedantry,  and  to  bring  it  up  to  date  in  an  age  that  was  gradually 
outgrowing  laissez  faire.  It  was  Mill’s  doctrine  that  everyone 
ought  to  take  part  in  the  election  not  only  of  Parliament,  but 
of  responsible  local  bodies,  so  that  the  whole  people  should 
learn  to  take  an  interest  in  all  that  concerned  them,  from  drains 
to  foreign  policy,  from  the  village  school  to  national  finance. 

But  Mill  knew  that  democratic  machinery  did  not  in 
itself  secure  good  government.  He  desired  to  see  specialist 
departments  of  State  supervising  the  action  of  the  elected  local 
bodies,  and  making  the  knowledge  acquired  in  one  place 
available  everywhere.  ‘  Power,’  he  said,  ‘  may  be  localised, 
but  knowledge,  to  be  most  useful,  must  be  centralised.’  He 
brought  together  in  a  consistent  theory  the  lessons  of  the 
administrative  experience  of  the  age  of  Chadwick,  the  dove¬ 
tailing  of  central  with  local  government,  the  interplay  of  demo¬ 
cratic  impulse  and  specialist  guidance,  by  which  modern 
England  more  and  more  learnt  to  thrive. 

Mill  used  his  influence,  when  at  its  height,  to  popularise 
the  idea  of  the  equality  of  the  sexes.  It  was  not  in  his  day 
carried  out  in  politics,  but  even  before  he  died  (1873)  it  greatly 
affected  social  thought  and  custom,  and  about  that  time  the 
laws  began  to  be  reformed  as  regards  women’s  property  and 
personal  rights.  The  only  important  part  of  Mill’s  political 
philosophy  which  has  not  been  carried  into  effect  as  law,  is  his 
eager  advocacy  of  the  representation  of  minorities  by  the 
system  known  in  his  day  as  ‘  Mr.  Hare’s  scheme,’  and  in  ours 
as  Proportional  Representation. 

Mill’s  treatise  On  Liberty 1  had  many  effects  outside  the 
political  sphere.  It  was  a  plea  for  freedom  of  thought  and 
discussion,  which  in  the  early  Victorian  era  were  much  limited 
by  social  convention,  though  very  little  by  law.  Mill  taught 
that  what  was  needed  in  the  England  of  that  day  was  a  change 
of  attitude  in  the  direction  of  freedom  to  express  new  ideas  in 
word  and  action.  The  rising  generation  grew  up  with  this 
creed.  Jowett’s  influence  was  at  war  with  old  orthodoxy  in 
Oxford,  while  the  mid-Victorian  literature, — represented  by 
Matthew  Arnold,  George  Eliot,  the  Brownings,  and  Meredith, 

1  The  dates  of  the  publication  of  his  principal  works  were  :  On  Liberty, 
1859  ;  Representative  Government,  1861  ;  Subjection  of  Women,  1869. 
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though  the  last  was  not  yet  recognised  by  the  public, — was 
instinct  with  the  principle  of  freedom  and  experiment,  always 
within  the  limits  imposed  by  sound  learning  and  the  social 
sense.  Victorian  literature,  essentially  liberationist,  was  not 
revolutionary.  As  art,  it  had  its  own  various  traditions  and 
standards  distinct  from  those  of  journalism,  which  did  not 
overshadow  the  world  of  letters  till  the  Education  Act  of 
1870  had  had  time  to  create  a  reading  public  co-extensive 
with  the  nation. 

In  the  year  that  Mill’s  Liberty  appeared,  Darwin  published 
the  Origin  of  Species ,  and  next  year,  in  the  famous  arena  of  the 
British  Association  meeting  at  Oxford,  Huxley  vindicated  at 
the  expense  of  Bishop  Samuel  Wilberforce  the  right  of  science 
to  investigate  and  teach,  without  having  first  to  square  its 
results  with  Mosaic  theology.  The  more  obvious  implications 
of  the  Darwinian  theory  of  the  descent  of  man  were  slowly 
working  themselves  into  common  thought  during  the  new 
Reform  epoch. 

Science  was  not  yet  a  part  of  the  established  order.  In  the 
past,  most  investigation  had  been  done  by  individuals  like 
Priestley  or  Darwin  working  at  their  own  expense  and  on 
their  own  account,  and  this  era  of  private  initiative  was  only 
gradually  passing  into  the  new  era  of  endowed  and  organised 
research.  In  the  ’fifties  the  Natural  Sciences  Tripos  had  been 
set  up  at  Cambridge,  largely  owing  to  the  intelligent  patronage 
of  the  Chancellor  of  the  University,  the  Prince  Consort,  whose 
royal  presence  was  able  to  charm  away  opposition  to  new¬ 
fangled  learning  in  just  those  academic  quarters  which  were 
usually  most  obscurantist.  In  the  ’sixties  science  was  making 
itself  felt  as  a  power  in  the  land.  And  so  long  as  it  was  still 
struggling  for  freedom  and  recognition,  with  the  word  ‘  evolu¬ 
tion  ’  inscribed  on  its  banners  militant,  it  could  not  fail  to  exert 
an  influence  favourable  in  a  broad  sense  to  liberal  reform.1 

The  Whig-Liberal  majority  which  Palmerston’s  name  had 
1865  helped  to  secure  at  the  General  Election  in  the  summer, 
became  in  the  autumn  the  inheritance  of  his  surviving  col¬ 
leagues.  Russell,  who  had  lately  withdrawn  to  the  Upper 


1  It  was  remarked  that  in  the  Governor  Eyre  controversy,  which  con¬ 
vulsed  politics  and  society  in  1866,  Darwin  and  Huxley  were  both  on  the 
side  of  the  humanitarians  and  Liberals,  against  the  severity  shown  in 
repressing  the  negroes  in  Jamaica. 
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House  as  an  earl,  succeeded  to  the  premiership,  but  the 
moving  force  in  the  Cabinet  and  in  the  Commons  was  Glad¬ 
stone,  in  alliance  with  Bright  below  the  gangway.  ‘  Gladstone 
will  soon  have  it  all  his  own  way,’  Palmerston  had  prophesied; 
‘^whenever  he  gets  my  place  we  shall  have  strange  doings.’ 
Even  before  Palmerston’s  death,  Gladstone  had  in  1864  sent 
a  shudder  through  the  country  houses  of  England  by  the 
following  declaration  on  the  franchise  : 

‘  I  contend  that  it  is  on  those  who  say  it  is  necessary  to 
exclude  forty-nine  fiftieths  of  the  working  classes  that  the 
burden  of  proof  rests.  Every  man  who  is  not  presumably 
incapacitated  by  some  consideration  of  personal  unfitness  or 
political  danger,  is  morally  entitled  to  come  within  the  pale 
of  the  constitution.’ 

No  wonder  that  Disraeli  said  his  rival  had  ‘  revived  the 
doctrine  of  Tom  Paine.’  No  wonder  that  at  the  General  Election 
next  year  Gladstone  lost  his  seat  for  Oxford  University,  and 
went  instead  to  a  Lancashire  constituency,  ‘  unmuzzled,’  as  he 
significantly  declared.  The  links  with  his  past  were  snapping 
one  by  one. 

But  the  ex-Palmerstonian  majority  which  he  had  now  to 
lead  in  the  Commons  contained  a  ‘  tail  ’  of  young  men  of 
fashion,  the  scions  of  great  Whig  houses  who  might  just  as 
well  have  been  the  scions  of  great  Tory  houses  so  far  as  their 
opinions  were  concerned.1  When  therefore  Gladstone  intro¬ 
duced  a  Reform  Bill,  lowering  the  Ten  Pound  voting  quali¬ 
fications  in  the  boroughs  to  Seven  Pounds,  even  this  very 
moderate  measure,  which  fell  far  short  of  the  household 
suffrage  of  Bright’s  programme,  was  regarded  by  these  ele¬ 
ments  in  the  party  as  too  advanced.  The  revolt  of  this  section, 
which  Bright  nicknamed  ‘  the  Cave  of  Adullam,’  because 
everyone  who  was  discontented  or  in  distress  resorted  there, 
was  led  with  sincerity  and  oratorical  power  by  Robert  Lowe. 
But  the  prudence  of  a  great  leader  was  a  gift  denied  to  him. 
He  turned  the  controversy  into  a  class  question,  by  contending 
that  working-men  as  such  ought  to  be  excluded  from  the 
franchise  on  account  of  their  moral  and  intellectual  unfitness. 
Lowe’s  rash  tactics  converted  a  decorous  discussion  on  a 


1  A  study  of  the  evolution  of  Whig  families  to  Conservatism,  and  of 
many  other  social  and  political  phenomena  of  the  late  'fifties  and  early 
'sixties,  will  be  found  in  one  of  the  greatest  of  political  novels,  Meredith’s 
Beauchamp’s  Career. 
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measure  of  ‘  bit-by-bit  Reform  ’  into  a  battle  over  first  principles 
that  let  loose  throughout  the  country  the  passions  of  rival  classes. 

The  working-men,  at  first  indifferent  to  the  fate  of  a  Bill 
which  only  proposed  to  enfranchise  a  small  fraction  of  their 
number,  were  stung  to  fury  by  the  character  of  Lowe’s  opposi¬ 
tion  to  it,  and  a  great  franchise  agitation,  led  by  John  Bright, 
soon  aroused  feelings  which  could  never  be  satisfied  by  so  half¬ 
hearted  a  measure  as  the  Bill  of  1 866.  The  Conservative  party, 
under  Disraeli’s  guidance,  would  very  probably  have  let  the 
Bill  pass  through  both  Houses  if  they  had  not  been  carried 
away  by  the  example  of  the  white-haired  champion  on  the 
ministerial  benches  opposite.  Lowe  had,  besides,  offered  them 
a  chance  of  throwing  out  the  government.  A  combination  of 
the  Conservatives  with  forty  Whigs  from  *  the  Cave  ’  defeated 

June  the  Bill  in  Committee,  and  the  Russell  Ministry  resigned. 

1  The  cause  of  working-class  enfranchisement  gained  in  the 

end  by  this  apparent  disaster.  A  Bill  that  was  at  best  only  a 
half-measure  was  cleared  out  of  the  way.  And  the  incoming 
Conservative  government  of  Lord  Derby,  with  Disraeli  for 
its  moving  spirit,  had  now  to  deal  with  a  situation  of  the  utmost 
gravity  of  their  own  making.  They  were  in  a  minority  in  the 
Commons,  yet  they  dared  not  appeal  to  the  country.  They  had 
to  settle  the  franchise  question,  which  was  now  raging  like  a 
fever  in  the  nation’s  blood.  The  new  Government  was  indeed 
in  a  position,  if  it  so  wished,  to  pass  a  much  stronger  measure 
than  that  of  Russell  and  Gladstone,  because  it  could  ensure 
the  acquiescence  of  Conservative  opinion  in  both  Houses.  If 
the  party  would  abandon  its  former  convictions,  stultify  the 
vote  by  which  it  had  just  gained  office,  and  throw  over  Robert 
Lowe,  and  if  Disraeli  would  pass  ‘  the  doctrine  of  Tom  Paine  ’ 
into  law,  a  signal  service  could  be  rendered  to  the  Empire, 
such  as  Peel  had  rendered  over  Catholic  Emancipation  and 
the  Corn  Laws. 

The  Conservative  party  was  well  disciplined.  The  decision 
would  be  that  of  its  chiefs,  and  their  counsels  were  dominated 
by  the  transcendent  abilities  of  a  man  singularly  open-minded 
both  as  to  the  main  political  chance  and  as  to  the  best  interests 
of  the  community.  Disraeli,  looking  with  a  foreigner’s  eyes 
on  England,  often  saw  things  that  were  not  the  most  evident 
to  the  natives.  He  had  put  together  in  youth  a  collection  of 
political  ideas,  known  to  the  public  through  the  characteristic 
medium  of  his  novels.  These  ideas  were,  like  himself,  a 
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mixture  of  extravagance  and  penetration,  of  sentimentality  and 
realism.  He  specially  delighted  in  combinations  which  seemed 
paradoxes  to  that  age:  he  believed  in  the  Jews  and  in  the 
Church  of  England;  in  the  political  influence  of  the  Crown; 
in  the  ‘  territorial  aristocracy,’  that  is,  in  the  Tory  part  of  it; 
and  finally,  giving  the  middle  classes  a  skip,  he  believed  in 
the  working-men.  It  is  true  that  he  ended  his  career  as  the 
idol  of  the  despised  middle  classes,  but  that  was  still  in  the 
future. 

In  the  first  half  of  Queen  Victoria’s  reign,  the  position  of 
a  Conservative  leader  who  believed  in  the  working  classes  was 
bizarre,  like  so  much  else  in  Disraeli’s  outfit.  But  genius  can 
afford  to  be  odd.  And  now,  by  the  defeat  and  resignation  of 
the  Russell  Ministry,  a  situation  had  suddenly  arisen  in  which 
a  Conservative  leader  who  believed  in  the  working  classes  could 
become  the  man  of  the  hour,  and  deliver  the  nation  from  a 
position  that  might  soon  be  one  of  considerable  danger. 

Yet  even  Disraeli  would  not  have  ventured  to  *  dish  the 
Whigs  ’  and  to  take  the  famous  ‘  leap  in  the  dark  ’  of  working- 
class  enfranchisement,  but  for  the  agitation  in  the  country 
over  which  Bright  presided  in  the  autumn  of  1 866.  The  usual 
order  of  proceedings  was  that  in  each  of  the  great  centres  of 
industry  in  the  North  and  Midlands,  the  bulk  of  the  male 
population  of  all  classes,  including  the  Trade  Unionists  mar¬ 
shalled  under  their  banners,  would  march  past  Bright  in  a 
monster  review,  some  two  hundred  thousand  strong,  generally 
on  a  moor  near  the  city.  In  the  evening  he  would  address  a 
mass  meeting  in  words  of  classical  eloquence  and  Radical 
vigour,  that  were  reported  at  full  in  the  papers  next  day.  That 
was  all,  but  it  was  enough.1  It  was  different  from  Chartism, 
because  it  was  based  on  class  union  instead  of  class  division. 
The  middle  and  working  classes,  the  one  under-represented, 
the  other  scarcely  represented  at  all,  had  come  together  to 
demand  the  franchise.  In  vain  the  country  houses  were  filled 
that  Christmas  with  ladies  and  gentlemen  abusing  Bright.  In 
their  hearts  they  were  afraid,  with  that  wise  old  English  fear 
of  their  countrymen  when  thoroughly  roused,  which  has  done 
as  much  to  save  England  as  many  more  heroic  virtues. 

i  The  pulling  down  of  the  Hyde  Park  railings  by  a  great  crowd  that  had 
been  denied  permission  by  the  Government  to  hold  a  Reform  meeting  inside, 
also  gave  people  to  think.  It  was  the  only  violence  used.  More  would  have 
caused  reaction. 
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One  keen-eyed  watchman  was  drawing  his  own  conclu¬ 
sions.  Disraeli,  ‘  always  an  opportunist  on  Reform,’  as  his 
biographer  tells  us,  ‘  would  not  admit  in  the  autumn  that  the 
success  of  the  agitation  which  Bright  was  conducting  showed 
that  the  country  had  determined  to  obtain  Reform;  but  in 
January  [1867]  he  found  the  evidence  conclusive.  As  soon  as 
Disraeli  reached  that  point  he  acted  with  promptitude  and 
decision.’ 

It  was  characteristic  of  Disraeli’s  determination  to  solve 
the  problem  in  a  spirit  above  that  of  party,  that  at  the  beginning 
of  the  session  of  1867  he  privately  consulted  Bright  as  to  what 
measure  of  Reform  would  lay  the  question  to  rest.  The  coun¬ 
ties,  he  said,  did  not  matter ;  it  was  an  affair  of  the  industrial 
working  class. 

Disraeli  had  many  years  before  told  the  world  that  indus¬ 
trialism  had  created  a  new  ‘  nation  ’  cut  off  from  contact  with 
the  governing  class.  At  length  he  was  convinced  that  it  could 
no  longer  with  safety  be  left  outside  the  Parliamentary  system. 
In  the  last  twenty  years  it  had  increased  enormously  in  numbers 
and  prosperity.  It  was  becoming  the  most  characteristic  part 
of  modern  England.  Now  that  the  Cleveland  iron  deposits  had 
been  opened  up,  the  output  of  British  steel  exceeded  that  of  all 
the  rest  of  the  world  together,  and  the  yearly  export  of  British 
goods,  which  twenty  years  before  had  been  under  sixty  millions, 
was  now  three  times  as  great.  Such  a  country,  Disraeli  per¬ 
ceived,  could  no  longer  be  governed  by  the  ‘  territorial  aristoc¬ 
racy  ’  on  whom  he  had  once  pinned  his  faith,  and  since  he  had 
never  shared  the  Whig  idealisation  of  the  middle  class,  he  was 
reduced  to  admit  the  political  claims  of  the  artisan. 

In  seeking  a  logical  basis  on  which  the  new  borough 
franchise  could  rest,  Disraeli  rejected  the  idea  of  another  make¬ 
shift  lowering  of  the  money  standard  of  ten  pounds.  He 
preferred  to  give  the  vote  boldly  to  every  householder  who 
paid  rates — a  principle  that  would  sound  large  enough  to 
satisfy  Reformers,  and  respectable  enough  to  please  Conser¬ 
vatives.  But  the  ratepaying  franchise,  in  the  form  in  which 
he  first  introduced  it  to  the  House,  was  so  hedged  round  with 
‘  securities  ’  that  it  was  not  in  fact  at  all  a  large  measure  of 
enfranchisement.  Reformers  regarded  the  new  Bill  as  worse 
than  useless.  But  in  the  course  of  Committee,  the  position  was 
reversed  once  more.  There  was  still  a  Liberal  majority  in  the 
House,  skilfully  led  by  Gladstone  and  Bright,  and  its  pressure 
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gradually  forced  the  not  wholly  unwilling  Disraeli  into  dropping 
the  *  securities  ’  one  by  one.1 

When  the  Bill  left  Committee  it  was  to  all  intents  and 
purposes  household  franchise  for  the  boroughs.  Being  sent 
up  to  the  Lords  by  a  Conservative  government  it  passed  at 
once  into  law.  Lord  Cranborne,  formerly  Lord  Robert  Cecil 
and  afterwards  the  great  Lord  Salisbury,  in  vain  denounced 
the  betrayal.  There  was  no  one  capable  of  playing  the  young 
Disraeli  to  the  old  Disraeli’s  Peel. 

The  upshot  of  these 

*  purposes  mistook 
Fallen  on  the  inventors’  heads,’ 

these  confused  Parliamentary  operations  of  which  no  one  of 
the  statesmen  concerned  had  quite  foreseen  the  issue,  was  that 
the  governing  classes  had  recognised  the  needs  of  the  new  era 
with  a  wise  alacrity,  when  once  they  were  brought  up  against 
the  facts,  while  the  rising  democracy  had  asserted  its  claims 
with  singular  dignity  and  good  sense. 

One  distinct  part  of  the  nation  had  been  left  out  of  the 
reckoning — the  field  labourer.2  Though  agriculture  was  still 
flourishing,  and  the  farmers’  daughters  were  buying  pianos, 
little  of  this  prosperity  percolated  through  to  the  labourer’s 
cottage.  The  continued  refusal  of  enfranchisement  to  the  tiller 
of  the  soil,  after  it  had  been  extended  to  the  town  worker,  the 
continued  absence  of  local  self-government  in  the  counties 
for  half  a  century  after  the  towns  were  self-governing,  the  sup¬ 
pression  of  Joseph  Arch’s  attempts  to  form  an  Agricultural 
Labourers’  Union,  when  other  Unions  were  increasing  in  1872-3 
power  and  prosperity,  strengthened  the  growing  impression 
that  the  agricultural  world  was  a  back-water,  and  not  a  part 
of  the  forward  stream  of  modern  British  life.  The  best  of  the 
field  labourers  desired  more  than  ever  to  get  away  from  social 

1  In  Committee  a  ‘  lodger  ’  franchise  was  added.  But  far  the  most  im¬ 
portant  change  in  Committee  referred  to  the  personal  payment  of  rates 
which  Disraeli’s  Bill  made  the  condition  of  enfranchisement.  In  many 
boroughs  the  landlord  usually  paid  the  rates  and  charged  them  in  the  rent. 

Thus  most  working-men  would  be  still  kept  out  of  the  vote.  Disraeli,  how¬ 
ever,  greatly  to  men's  surprise,  at  the  last  moment  accepted  a  clause  pro¬ 
moted  by  Bright,  which  made  personal  payment  of  rates  compulsory  for  all 
occupiers,  and  so  made  working-class  enfranchisement  a  reality.  Two  years 
later  this  expedient  was  repealed  and  compounding  for  rates  was  again 
permitted  by  law,  but  without  disqualifying  the  occupier  for  the  franchise. 

2  There  were  also  large  numbers  of  industrial  workers,  especially  miners, 
who  still  had  no  vote,  owing  to  residence  outside  a  Parliamentary  borough. 
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and  economic  helotage  to  the  freedom  and  opportunity  of  city 
life,  and  the  drift  to  the  towns  was  strong  among  the  best  men. 
When,  some  ten  years  after  the  second  Reform  Bill,  corn  prices 
fell  and  agricultural  depression  set  in,  the  rural  community, 
socially  and  politically  behind  the  times,  and  sullenly  divided 
against  itself,  was  incapable  of  dealing  with  its  own  distress. 

The  first  effect  of  the  new  franchise  was  the  return  at  the 
General  Election  of  1868  of  a  Liberal  majority  from  which 
the  old  Whig  element  had  disappeared.  The  newly  enfran¬ 
chised  working-men  chose  no  representatives  of  their  own 
class  as  such,  but  greatly  strengthened  the  Radical  element  in 
the  Liberal  party.  The  demand  for  domestic  reform,  made 
stronger  by  the  delay  which  Palmerston  had  imposed  on  it  in 
every  department  except  finance,  had  behind  it  the  mind  and 
spirit  of  the  new  age.  Since  the  days  of  Peel  the  load  of 
economic  misery  had  been  lifted,  and  most  even  of  the  poorer 
sections  of  industrial  society  were  enjoying  a  prosperity  which 
neither  their  fathers  nor  grandfathers  had  ever  known.  Partly 
for  this  reason  there  was  a  singular  absence  of  class  antagonism. 
The  bulk  of  the  working  and  middle  classes  and  of  the  leaders 
of  the  professional  and  academic  world  were  united  in  de¬ 
manding  religious  equality,  educational  opportunities,  and  the 
release  of  the  public  services  from  aristocratic  control.  In  1868 
Conservatism  and  Socialism  were  both  temporarily  in  abeyance. 
It  was  a  mood  not  likely  to  last  for  long,  but  the  use  made  of  it 
1869-  by  Gladstone  in  his  first  and  greatest  Ministry  went  far  to  equip 
1874  the  country  with  modern  services  and  institutions,  without  which 
it  would  have  been  ill-prepared  to  face  the  social  and  imperial 
problems  of  days  to  come. 

Even  before  the  General  Election,  while  Disraeli  as  Prime 
Minister  was  still  nominally  holding  the  power  which  his  own 
1868  Reform  Bill  had  undermined,  Gladstone  secured  the  assent  of 
both  Houses  to  the  abolition  of  compulsory  Church  rates, 
and  so  laid  to  rest  one  constant  source  of  sectarian  bitterness.1 
In  the  autumn,  the  General  Election  took  place;  it  was  fought 
on  the  specific  issue  of  Irish  Church  disestablishment,  and 
more  generally  on  the  merits  of  the  new  Liberalism,  which 

1  See  p.  284,  above.  The  question  of  Church  rates  had  been  fiercely  agi¬ 
tated  for  forty  years,  but  it  was  not  till  1866  that  Gladstone  voted  for  the 
abolition.  The  change  in  his  views  on  Church  and  State  had  been  complete, 
but  very  gradual. 
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might  be  defined  as  old  Radicalism  made  presentable.  The 
elections  were  also  a,  vote  of  confidence  in  Gladstone  as  the 
man  of  the  hour.  When  the  results  were  announced,  Disraeli  Dec. 
resigned,  and  his  rival  formed  his  First  Ministry.  The  Liberal-  1868 
Radical  alliance  was  sealed  by  the  entry  of  Bright  into  the 
Cabinet,  though  his  presence  there  was  of  little  more  than 
symbolic  importance,  owing  to  the  breakdown  of  his  health 
and  the  permanent  decline  of  his  powers.  Russell  had  already 
retired,  full  of  years  and  honour,  while  the  hirsute  and  emi¬ 
nently  unaristocratic  figure  of  W.  E.  Forster,  whom  Gladstone 
put  in  charge  of  education,  made  visible  the  fact  that  govern¬ 
ment  by  the  Whig  families  was  not  to  be  revived. 

Gladstone,  now  close  on  sixty  years  old,  was  approaching 
the  climacteric  and  brief  perfection  of  his  political  genius. 
After  thirty-seven  years  of  Parliamentary  life  he  had  reached 
the  end  of  the  long  bridge  conducting  him  from  the  old 
Toryism  to  the  new  Liberalism.  Now,  as  he  touched  solid 
ground  once  more,  he  shook  off  the  embarrassment  and 
suspicion  that  had  handicapped  his  career  as  a  ‘  Liberal- 
Conservative.’  Nor  had  he  yet  developed  the  aptitude  for 
miscalculating  forces  and  mismanaging  men  which  marked 
his  more  amazing  but  less  fortunate  old  age.  Incomparable  as 
a  legislator,  he  was  second  to  none  as  a  Parliamentarian  and 
as  an  orator.  He  had  all  Bright’s  power  of  idealist  appeal  to  the 
new  electorate  and  to  an  age  not  yet  disillusioned,  all  Peel’s 
traditions  of  the  honest  and  indefatigable  public  servant.  His 
advent  to  power  quickened  the  pulse  of  national  life.  Against 
him  was  set  a  man,  his  counterpart  in  political  genius,  drama¬ 
tically  his  opposite  in  every  point  of  mind  and  character. 
Since  Pitt  and  Fox  there  had  been  no  such  rivals  on  the  famous 
floor.  Owing  not  a  little  to  the  personalities  of  Gladstone  and 
Disraeli,  the  historic  glamour  and  prestige  of  the  British  House 
of  Commons  were  heightened  during  the  first  generation  of  real 
democracy,  and  for  a  while  Parliamentary  life  had  a  stronger 
hold  than  ever  on  the  imagination  of  every  class. 

The  great  operation  of  1869  was  the  disestablishment  and 
partial  disendowment  of  the  Protestant  Episcopal  Church  in 
Ireland.  England  and  Gladstone  had  both  changed  their 
minds  on  this  question  since  the  day,  thirty-five  years  back, 
when  Russell  had  broken  up  a  Whig  Government  by  an  inju¬ 
dicious  remark  to  the  effect  that  the  revenue  of  the  Irish  Church 
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was  larger  than  was  required.  It  was  now  held  no  sacri¬ 
lege  to  sever  the  connection  of  this  same  Irish  Church  with 
the  State,  and  to  leave  it  as  a  self-governing  corporation 
with  very  nearly  three-quarters  of  its  former  revenue.  The 
rest  was  to  be  devoted,  not  to  religious  purposes  of  other  com¬ 
munions,  but  ‘  to  the  relief  of  unavoidable  calamity  and 
suffering  not  touched  by  the  poor  law.’  This  complicated 
measure,  affecting  so  many  interests  and  susceptibilities,  was 
drawn  up  and  handled  by  Gladstone  with  consummate  care 
and  skill. 

Thus  an  ecclesiastical  revolution,  the  largest  since  Tudor 
times,  was  proposed  by  one  of  the  most  devoted  Churchmen 
in  the  British  Islands,  and  met  with  singularly  little  opposition. 
The  English  bishops  were  the  reverse  of  truculent.  The  Queen 
was  anxious  above  all  to  prevent  a  constitutional  deadlock. 
The  country  had  just  voted  upon  the  question  at  the  polls. 
The  Lords  therefore  did  not  throw  the  Bill  out  on  second 
reading,  and  their  amendments  were  not  insisted  upon  to  the 
breaking  point.  Indeed,  throughout  Gladstone’s  first  Ministry, 
the  House  of  Lords  destroyed  far  less  Liberal  legislation  than 
either  before  or  after.  The  work  that  the  country  expected 
from  Gladstone  was  done  the  more  quickly,  and  the  Conser¬ 
vative  reaction  was  the  less  long  in  coming. 

In  the  age  of  Palmerston,  all  British  classes  and  parties  had 
been  singularly  uninformed  and  indifferent  with  regard  to 
Ireland.  Since  the  famine,  little  had  been  heard  of  the  stricken 
island,  and  Englishmen  vaguely  hoped  that  the  great  emigra¬ 
tion  was  solving  her  obscure  problems.  There  was  then  no 
active  Irish  party  at  Westminster,  such  as  later,  under  Parnell, 
laid  an  embargo  on  the  time  and  attention  of  the  House.  The 
Irish  representatives  were  still  usually  attached  to  one  or  other 
of  the  great  English  parties.  This  age  of  indifference  was 
brought  to  an  end  by  the  Fenian  outrages. 

Fenianism  was  the  first  reaction  of  the  new  Irish  America 
upon  the  British  Isles.  It  was  the  return  of  the  emigrant  ships 
of  the  famine,  a  quicker  return  than  that  of  the  Mayflower  ! 
The  end  of  every  great  war  leaves  a  certain  proportion  of  the 
combatants  in  an  unsettled  state,  prepared  for  any  project  of 
violence.  And  so,  when  the  armies  were  disbanded  after  the 
American  Civil  War,  many  of  the  late  Irish  conscripts  devoted 
their  military  experience  to  attacks  upon  England  in  both 
hemispheres.  The  Americans,  alienated  by  the  recent  attitude 
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of  our  Press  and  Government  during  their  own  difficulties, 
looked  on  with  mingled  feelings  while  their  new  fellow-citizens, 
for  whom  indeed  they  had  no  particular  love,  attempted  armed 
raids  across  the  Canadian  border.  Then  followed  Fenian  out¬ 
rages  in  Ireland  and  England.  Police  barracks  were  attacked 
in  Ireland.  At  Clerkenwell  a  gunpowder  explosion  killed  a 
dozen  people  and  injured  a  hundred  more.  But  the  most 
famous  case  was  that  of  the  so-called  ‘  Manchester  martyrs  * 
in  1867.  Two  Fenian  prisoners  were  rescued  from  a  prison 
van  in  the  streets  of  Manchester,  and  the  policeman  in  charge 
was  shot  dead.  The  perpetrators  were  hanged,  but  some  sym¬ 
pathy  was  felt  for  them  even  in  England,  the  more  so  as  they 
declared  that  they  had  not  intended  to  kill  their  victim.  But 
upon  the  whole  there  was  a  fierce  and  alarming  contrast 
between  the  views  of  the  general  public  in  the  two  islands. 
To  the  average  Englishman  the  Fenians  were  simply  rebels  and 
assassins.  To  the  average  Irishmen  they  were  simply  idealists 
and  martyrs. 

Gradually,  under  the  tutoring  of  Fenianism,  the  British 
awoke  to  the  fact  that  there  was  still  an  Irish  problem.  Glad¬ 
stone  was  the  first  of  British  Prime  Ministers  who  gave  it  his 
full  and  sympathetic  attention.  When,  in  December  1868,  a 
telegram  from  Windsor  had  first  indicated  that  he  was  about 
to  be  called  to  the  head  of  the  counsels  of  the  British  Empire, 
the  message  had  found  him  at  his  favourite  recreation,  cutting 
down  large  trees  on  his  Hawarden  estate.  ‘  After  a  few 
minutes,’  wrote  an  eye-witness,  ‘  the  blows  ceased,  and  Mr. 
Gladstone,  resting  on  the  handle  of  his  axe,  looked  up  and 
with  deep  earnestness  in  his  voice  and  with  great  intensity  in 
his  face,  exclaimed:  “  My  mission  is  to  pacify  Ireland.”  He 
then  resumed  his  task,  and  never  said  another  word  till  the 
tree  was  down.’ 

In  the  first  year  of  his  premiership,  by  the  disestablish¬ 
ment  of  the  ‘  alien  Church,’  he  removed  one  of  the 
branches  of  the  ‘  upas  tree,’  as  he  himself  called  it,  of  Irish 
woe.  That  part  of  the  national  grievance  which  arose  from 
unjust  religious  privilege  became  a  thing  of  the  past.  But  in 
the  second  of  his  Irish  labours,  the  agrarian  question,  he  met 
more  stubborn  resistance  from  vested  interests  in  Ireland,  and 
was  supported  by  less  understanding  and  sympathy  in  Great 
Britain.  For,  in  our  island,  while  the  movement  of  the  hour 
both  in  Nonconformist  and  intellectual  circles  was  all  against 
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religious  inequality,  a  landlord’s  rights  of  free  contract  in 
England  and  Scotland  were  as  yet  scarcely  challenged.  Nor 
were  there  many,  except  Gladstone  himself,  who  understood 
the  vast  difference  between  a  rural  landlord  in  England  and 
his  counterpart  in  Ireland — the  former  putting  money  into 
the  land  and  making  improvements  for  the  tenants ;  the  latter 
merely  drawing  rack-rent  which  he  often  spent  in  England, 
leaving  the  tenants  to  do  everything  for  themselves,  and  often 
evicting  them  wholesale  without  compensation  for  their  im¬ 
provements  or  consideration  for  their  sufferings.  In  the  rural 
England  of  that  day  the  man  who  suffered  was  the  labourer 
employed  by  the  farmer ;  the  tenant  farmer  himself  was  a  man 
of  substance  and  consideration.  In  Ireland,  on  the  other  hand^ 
the  tenant  farmer  was  the  helpless  victim  of  a  system,  nominally 
of  free  contract,  actually  of  grave  oppression. 

Gladstone  grasped  the  essential  differences  between  the 
English  and  Irish  land  systems  which  lay  concealed  under  an 
identical  nomenclature  and  almost  identical  laws.  In  1870 
his  first  Irish  Land  Act  began  the  long  series  of  measures  by 
which  the  British  Parliament  interfered  with  the  ‘  free  con¬ 
tract  ’  of  Irish  landlord  and  tenant.  The  most  that  could  be 
done  in  the  then  state  of  opinion  in  England  was  Glad¬ 
stone’s  Act,  which  gave  the  force  of  law  to  the  custom  pre¬ 
valent  in  some  parts  of  Ireland — known  as  ‘  Ulster  tenant 
right  ’ — of  compensation  for  disturbance  and  for  unexhausted 
improvements.  But  it  did  not  protect  the  tenant  against  raised 
rent,  nor  did  it  give  him  security  of  tenure.  It  did  some  little 
good  in  itself,  but  it  was  chiefly  important  because  it  was  the 
first  of  a  great  series  of  Irish  agrarian  laws.  This  new  effort 
on  the  part  of  England  to  remedy  social  injustice  in  Ireland 
did  not  cease  till  the  landlords  were  bought  out  on  a  vast  scale, 
and  the  agrarian  grievance  wholly  removed  in  the  early  years 
of  our  own  century.  But  unfortunately  the  change  was  much 
slower  than  the  realisation  of  religious  equality,  and  the 
agrarian  agitation  had  time,  in  the  intervening  years,  to  poison 
still  further  the  sentiment  of  the  Irish  peasant  towards  England. 

The  same  year,  1870,  was  the  year  of  the  great  Education 
Bill.  Hitherto  primary  education  had  been  supplied  by  volun¬ 
tary  schools,  the  majority  conducted  on  Church  principles, 
aided  by  a  small  State  grant.1  Only  about  half  the  children  of 

1  See  pp.  163  and  247,  above. 
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the  country  were  educated  at  all,  and  most  of  these  very 
indifferently.  England,  for  all  her  wealth,  lagged  far  behind 
Scotland  and  several  foreign  countries.  Germany,  who  had 
conquered  Austria  in  1866,  and  was  now  engaged  in  con¬ 
quering  France,  was  in  the  forefront  of  all  men’s  thoughts 
that  year,  and  she  attributed  her  successes  to  the  schoolmaster 
as  well  as  to  the  drill-sergeant.  It  was  characteristic  of  the  two 
nations  that  whereas  the  German  people  already  enjoyed  good 
schools  but  not  self-government,  the  rulers  of  England  only 
felt  compelled  to  ‘  educate  their  masters  ’  when  the  working¬ 
men  were  in  full  possession  of  the  franchise.  It  was  felt  that 
for  so  important  a  purpose  as  voting  for  Parliament,  if  for 
nothing  else,  it  was  good  that  a  man  should  be  able  to  read. 

One  reason  why  our  statesmen  had  so  long  shrunk  from 
attempting  to  set  up  a  national  system  of  education,  was  that 
any  proposal  on  the  subject  which  the  wit  of  man  could  devise, 
must  involve  its  authors  in  the  fiercest  sectarian  controversy. 
Before  the  second  Reform  Bill  a  national  system  would  almost 
certainly  have  been  arranged  on  lines  very  favourable  to  the 
Church,  though  not  without  violent  protest  from  her  opponents. 
Now,  however,  it  was  expected  that  the  opposite  would  be  the 
case.  The  middle  and  working  class  Nonconformists  who 
formed  so  important  a  part  of  Gladstone’s  electoral  supporters, 
looked  to  see  the  establishment  of  a  system  of  publicly  con¬ 
trolled  schools  supported  from  public  funds.  Such  schools, 
they  expected,  would  in  the  course  of  time  replace  the  Church 
schools,  to  which  it  was  assumed  that  no  increased  public  grant 
would  be  given.  Such  a  measure  would  no  doubt  have  aroused 
the  strongest  opposition  from  the  Church  and  the  latent  Con¬ 
servative  forces  of  the  country,  and  would  not  improbably  have 
been  thrown  out  by  the  Lords.  The  actual  course  of  events  was, 
however,  very  different.  Contrary  to  expectation  the  Liberal 
Government  steered  not  against  Scylla,  but  into  Charybdis. 

The  Bill  of  1870  was  the  work  of  W.  E.  Forster,  a  Church¬ 
man,  though  of  Quaker  origin.  He  doubled  the  State  grant  to 
the  existing  Church  schools  so  as  to  enable  them  to  become 
a  permanent  part  of  the  new  system,  while  he  introduced 
publicly  controlled  schools  only  to  fill  up  the  large  gaps  in 
the  educational  map  of  the  country.  These  new  schools  were 
to  be  paid  for  out  of  the  local  rates  and  governed  by  popularly 
elected  School  Boards. 

Gladstone  welcomed  Forster’s  Bill,  glad  to  find  that  some- 

2  A 
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one  not  himself  had  shouldered  the  responsibility  of  giving 
such  generous  terms  to  the  Church.1  Important  concessions 
were  made  to  the  Nonconformists  in  Committee,  particularly 
the  famous  ‘  Cowper-Temple  ’  clause  prohibiting  denomina¬ 
tional  teaching  in  the  publicly  controlled  schools.  But  the 
breach  between  Gladstone  and  many  of  his  most  ardent  sup¬ 
porters  was  irreparable.  It  led  to  angry  scenes  in  the  House 
of  Commons,  and  convulsed  the  constituencies.  It  was  in 
protest  against  the  Bill  that  Joseph  Chamberlain,  a  Unitarian 
manufacturer,  emerged  into  national  prominence  as  the  leader 
of  midland  Radicalism.  His  hold  on  Birmingham  was  already 
growing  at  the  expense  of  that  of  Bright,  who  was  too  unwell 
to  protest  against  the  Education  Act  until  it  was  too  late  to 
affect  the  issue. 

Liberal  disunion  was  still  unhealed  at  the  election  of  1874, 
when  Gladstone  paid  the  penalty  of  having  alienated  the 
Church  over  the  Irish  and  University  questions,  while  at  the 
same  time  losing  the  support  of  her  enemies  over  education. 
He  had  performed  his  various  tasks  as  national  legislator 
without  too  nicely  considering  the  electoral  consequences. 

England  had  obtained,  better  late  than  never,  a  system  of 
education,  without  which  she  must  soon  have  fallen  to  the 
rear  among  modern  nations.  A  school  had  been  placed  within 
the  reach  of  every  child,  at  a  very  low  charge,  and  the  local 
authority  might,  if  it  wished,  make  attendance  compulsory. 
Between  1870  and  1890  the  average  school  attendance  rose 
from  one  and  a  quarter  millions  to  four  and  a  half  millions, 
while  the  cost  per  child  was  doubled.  In  1880  primary  educa¬ 
tion  was  made  compulsory  for  all,  and  in  1891  it  was  offered 
free  of  all  expense.2 

Meanwhile  secondary  and  higher  education  were  gradually 
emerging  from  the  shameful  state  in  which  they  had  lain  when 
the  century  began.3  The  Charity  Commission  had  now  been 
active  for  many  years,  and  the  Endowed  Schools  Bill  of  1869 

1  His  biographer  tells  us  that  ‘his  private  interest  in  public  education  did 
not  amount  to  zeal,  and  it  was  at  bottom  the  interest  of  a  Churchman.'  But 
the  cause  of  University  Reform  was  deeply  indebted  to  Gladstone  in  person. 

2  Mr.  Balfour’s  Bill  of  1902  abolished  the  School  Boards  elected  ad  hoc, 
and  gave  power  over  education  to  the  County  Councils  and  to  certain 
larger  Borough  Councils,  who  work  through  Education  Committees.  The 
same  measure  put  the  Church  schools  on  the  local  rates,  and  in  return  gave 
the  public  education  authorities  a  large  measure  of  control  over  volun¬ 
tary  schools,  including  the  nomination  of  one-third  of  the  managers. 

8  See  pp.  27-28  and  p.  283,  above. 
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carried  still  further  the  work  of  putting  ancient  funds  to 
modern  uses  and  abolishing  sectarian  tests. 

The  higher  education  of  women  at  last  began  to  receive 
attention.  In  the  course  of  the  ’seventies,  a  group  of  wise 
enthusiasts  in  this  cause  founded  women’s  colleges  at  Oxford 
and  Cambridge.  The  academic  authorities  soon  invited  women 
to  attend  the  lectures  and  compete  in  the  examinations,  though 
not  to  become  members  of  the  University.  This  new  move 
greatly  stimulated  women’s  education  elsewhere. 

In  1873,  under  the  inspiration  of  Professor  Stuart  of 
Cambridge,  University  Extension  began,  that  is  to  say,  the 
Universities  sent  out  some  of  their  best  men  to  lecture  to 
audiences  at  a  distance  from  their  walls.  This  movement 
stimulated  local  demands  for  higher  education,  led  to  the 
formation  of  some  of  the  local  University  Colleges,  and 
ultimately  assisted  the  formation  of  those  new  Universities  in 
great  industrial  centres  which  so  strongly  differentiate  the 
higher  education  of  our  day  from  that  with  which  our  fathers 
had  to  be  content.  The  Extension  Lectures  also  led,  in  the 
twentieth  century,  to  the  further  development  of  tutorial  classes 
for  working-men,  and  to  the  Workers’  Educational  Association. 

Throughout  the  first  half  of  the  nineteenth  century,  with 
the  exception  of  the  new  Universities  of  London1  and  Dur¬ 
ham,  Oxford  and  Cambridge  held  their  old  monopoly  in  the 
English  academic  world.  Their  eighteenth-century  slumbers  2 
had  been  broken,  and  movements  of  reform  inside  the  two 
Universities  had  set  up  a  system  of  vigorous  competition  in 
examinations  for  a  number  of  subjects.  But  the  advantages  of 
Oxford  and  Cambridge  were  closed  to  half  the  nation  by  reli¬ 
gious  tests  imposed  in  the  interest  of  the  Established  Church, 
while  the  clerical  and  celibate  character  imposed  on  College 
Fellows,  the  almost  complete  supersession  of  the  University 
by  the  individual  Colleges,  the  close  character  of  the  elections  to 
Fellowships,  and  the  prevalence  of  absenteeism  and  sinecurism, 
rendered  them  incapable  of  meeting  the  demands  of  the  new 
age,  particularly  in  non-classical  subjects,  humane  or  scientific. 
Such  impotence  in  the  higher  spheres  of  intellect  and  research 
must  eventually  have  ruined  the  country  in  peace  and  in  war, 
when  matched  against  foreign  rivals  who  valued  scientific  and 
educational  progress.  The  timely  reform  of  Oxford  and  Cam¬ 
bridge  by  Act  of  Parliament  saved  the  situation. 

1  See  pp.  223-224,  above.  3  See  pp.  26-27,  above. 
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This  great  work  was  accomplished  in  three  stages,  spread 
over  a  period  of  thirty  years  (1850-82).  The  impulse  came 
partly  from  an  intelligent  minority  in  the  Universities  them¬ 
selves,  men  like  Jowett  at  Oxford  and  Henry  Sidgwick  at 
Cambridge,  partly  from  the  public  demand  that  the  national 
Universities  should  be  open  to  all  the  nation.  Great  political 
interest  was  taken  in  academic  questions  during  this  epoch, 
partly  because  religious  and  sectarian  questions  were  involved. 

The  first  stage,  in  the  ’fifties,  marked  the  initial  victory 
over  a  strong  and  indignant  opposition,  offered  in  both  Uni¬ 
versities  to  the  principle  of  parliamentary  interference.  When 
once  the  right  of  interference  had  been  established  in  fact,  the 
work  of  all  subsequent  inquiry  and  legislation  was  rendered 
more  easy.  The  turning-point  in  this  first  crisis  was  the 
Oxford  Act  of  1854,  passed  by  the  Whig-Peelite  Government, 
by  the  help  of  Gladstone’s  local  knowledge,  energy  and  mastery 
of  the  art  of  legislation. 

The  second  stage,  the  Tests  Act  of  1871,  was  the  work  of 
Gladstone’s  own  Ministry.  It  did  that  which  he  would  bitterly 
have  opposed  only  a  few  years  before.  It  opened  College  Fel¬ 
lowships  and  academic  posts  generally  to  men  of  all  varieties 
of  religious  profession.1  When  once  the  sectarian  question 
was  laid  to  rest,  controversy  about  academic  reform  escaped 
from  the  atmosphere  of  party  politics  in  which  it  had  previously 
moved.  Indeed,  the  third  stage  of  the  movement,  by  which 
Parliament  provided  Oxford  and  Cambridge  with  their  modern 
statutes,  was  initiated  by  a  speech  in  the  House  of  Lords  by 
Salisbury,  as  the  representative  of  a  Conservative  Government, 
dwelling  on  *  idle  Fellowships  ’  and  other  academic  abuses  with 
a  radical  vigour.  By  the  ensuing  legislation  of  1877—82  the 
college  system,  peculiar  in  its  full  development  to  the  two 
senior  Universities  of  England,  was  still  preserved,  but  was 
so  modified  and  regulated  as  no  longer  to  impede  the  progress 
and  freedom  of  academic  studies. 

During  the  first  half  of  the  century,  the  permanent  Civil 
Service  had  been  jobbed.  The  offices  at  Whitehall  had  been 
the  happy  hunting-ground  of  Taper  and  Tadpole.  Whig  and 
Tory  Ministers  looked  on  all  such  patronage  as  the  recog¬ 
nised  means  of  keeping  political  supporters  in  good  humour. 

1  See  p.  284,  above,  on  some  unexpected  consequences  of  this  change. 
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The  public  services  were  filled  with  the  nominees  of  peers 
and  commoners  who  had  votes  in  Parliament  or  weight  in  the 
constituencies.  Since  the  privileged  families  were  specially 
anxious  to  provide  maintenance  at  the  public  expense  for  those 
of  their  members  who  were  least  likely  to  make  their  own  way 
in  life,  the  reputation  of  Whitehall  for  laziness  and  incompe¬ 
tence  was  proverbial.  Heavy  swells  with  long  whiskers  lounged 
in  late  and  left  early.  It  was  only  possible  to  carry  on  adminis¬ 
tration  with  any  degree  of  efficiency  by  supplying  the  depart¬ 
ments  with  able  chiefs  brought  in  from  outside. 

Long  after  the  more  shameless  and  direct  forms  of  parlia¬ 
mentary  bribery  prevalent  under  Walpole  and  George  III 
had  been  suppressed,  Civil  Service  jobbing  was  regarded  as 
an  indispensable  attribute  of  government.  Indeed,  when  Peel 
in  his  political  purism  discontinued  the  lavish  distribution 
of  honours  and  peerages  on  which  Pitt  had  relied,1  the  Civil 
Service  was  the  only  field  even  of  modified  corruption  left  to 
Victorian  statesmen.  It  is  all  the  more  credit  to  them  and  to 
their  age  that  they  were  induced  to  give  it  up. 

The  Indian  Civil  Service,  which  had  even  in  the  days  of 
‘  old  corruption  ’  been  more  carefully  selected  than  the  Home 
Service,  was  in  1853  thrown  open  to  all  by  the  way  of  com¬ 
petitive  examination.2  But  England  in  the  days  of  Palmerston 
followed  suit  more  slowly  as  regards  the  departments  of  White¬ 
hall.  Sir  Charles  Trevelyan,  a  public  servant  of  great  zeal  and 
of  long  experience  first  in  India  and  then  as  permanent  head 
of  the  Treasury,  made  himself  the  protagonist  of  the  new 
system.  Competitive  examination,  derided  at  first  as  a  pedantic 
eccentricity,  proved  its  practical  value  by  results,  till  at  length 
it  came  to  be  generally  regarded  as  the  best  means  of  avoiding 
jobbery  and  securing  able  men.  From  1855  onwards  it  was 
introduced  into  Whitehall  by  slow  degrees,  a  subject  of  acute 
controversy  at  every  stage.  At  length  in  1870  Gladstone’s 
great  axe  fell.  Patronage  was  abolished  in  almost  all  the  public 
offices,  and  the  normal  entrance  to  a  career  in  the  Home  Civil 
Service  was  made  to  depend  upon  open  competition. 

This  change  has  perhaps  done  as  much  for  the  efficiency 

1  This  custom  has  again,  in  our  own  day,  taken  on  very  large  propor¬ 
tions  partly,  no  doubt,  because  the  opening  of  the  Civil  Service  to  com¬ 
petition  has  closed  the  other  channel  by  which  Government  used  to  reward 
its  followers.  If  so,  it  is  the  less  pernicious  of  two  evils,  because  a  State  can 
afford  to  traffic  in  offices  even  less  well  than  to  traffic  in  titles. 

E  See  p.  319.  above. 
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and  good  government  of  the  British  Empire  as  many  more 
renowned  political  measures.  At  last  the  career  was  open  to 
talents.  Machinery  had  been  set  up  for  a  partial  solution  of 
the  problem  so  often  stated  by  Carlyle — how  to  find  the  ablest 
men  to  govern, — though  the  sage  himself  had  now  taken  to 
cursing  and  nothing  would  please  him.  To  select  men  for  prac¬ 
tical  careers  on  the  report  of  examiners  showed  also  a  belief 
in  higher  education,  which  was  something  new  in  England. 
Instead  of  social  qualifications  or  wealthy  friends,  trained 
intellect  was  to  be  a  young  man’s  best  passport.  The  Univer¬ 
sities  and  the  cause  of  higher  teaching  benefited  greatly  by  the 
change. 

In  the  following  year  a  measure  inspired  by  the  same 
spirit,  and  advocated  largely  by  the  same  group  of  men,  opened 
promotion  in  the  army  to  gentlemen  of  moderate  means.  The 
custom  which  made  it  necessary  for  an  officer  to  purchase  his 
commission  from  his  predecessor  at  every  step,  forbidden  by 
William  III,  had  been  permitted  again  by  Queen  Anne,  and 
regulated  by  her  successors  by  Royal  Warrant.  But  the  ‘  regu¬ 
lation  prices  ’  were  unlawfully  exceeded,  and  an  officer,  having 
bought  his  commission,  had  in  practice  the  right  to  sell  it  for 
what  he  could  get  from  some  one  of  his  subordinates.  The 
result  was  that  poor  men  were  passed  over.  They  had  no 
chance  of  promotion,  except  occasionally  in  time  of  war,  since 
commissions  vacated  by  death  could  not  be  sold.1  The  army 
chiefs,  even  when  they  wished  to  make  promotions  by  merit, 
had  not  the  power  to  promote  a  man  who  could  not  purchase 
his  step. 

The  Commander-in-Chief,  the  Duke  of  Cambridge,  was 
not,  perhaps,  temperamentally  over-zealous  in  the  cause  of 
promotion  by  merit.  His  influence,  and  that  of  the  Queen  his 
cousin,  were  strong  against  the  abolition  of  Purchase,  and  it 
was  argued  that  the  regulation  of  the  army  was  in  some  special 
sense  a  prerogative  of  the  Crown.  Against  this  reading  of  the 
constitution  Gladstone  and  his  able  War  Minister,  Cardwell, 
tactfully  but  successfully  contended.  The  Queen,  who  never 
forgot  Melbourne’s  early  lessons,  gave  way  with  a  good  sense 
which  her  strong  opinions  and  personal  bias  rendered  the  more 

1  If  an  officer,  therefore,  was  killed  in  action,  his  widow  got  nothing  in 
return  for  the  large  sum  which  he  had  given  for  his  commission,  and  which 
in  many  cases  he  had  borrowed.  If  Purchase  had  not  been  abolished,  the 
late  war  against  Germany  would  have  ruined  the  families  of  countless 
officers.  Besides,  we  should  have  lost  the  war. 
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admirable.  Cardwell’s  army  reforms  v/ere  carried  through,  but 
by  way  of  compromise  the  Duke  of  Cambridge,  who  heartily 
disliked  them,  was  left  as  Commander-in-Chief  until  1895. 

The  opinion  not  only  of  the  Court  and  the  Duke  of  Cam¬ 
bridge,  but  of  the  vocal  part  of  the  army  also  was  against  the 
change.  Public  opinion,  however,  was  aroused  against  Pur¬ 
chase  during  the  Franco-Prussian  war,  when  the  state  of  our 
fighting  forces  caused  anxiety.  As  soon  as  the  war  ended  the 
army  was  again  forgotten,  but  the  Government  by  that  time 
stood  committed.  The  abolition  of  Purchase  was  put  through 
by  Royal  Warrant,  after  the  House  of  Lords  had  prevented  it 
from  passing  in  the  form  of  a  statute.  The  House  of  Commons 
had  voted  compensation  for  existing  holders  of  purchased  com¬ 
missions  :  the  nation,  said  Gladstone,  must  buy  back  its  own 
army  from  its  own  officers. 

Edward  Cardwell  was  one  of  the  public  men  whom  Peel 
had  trained.  It  fell  to  him  to  transform  the  British  Army  from 
what  Wellington  had  left  it,  to  what  it  was  at  the  close  of  the 
century.  In  his  reforms  of  1869—71  he  managed  to  combine 
increased  efficiency  with  the  economy  for  which  Gladstone’s 
Ministry  was  famous,  by  reducing  the  Colonial  garrisons,  a  step 
which  made  for  the  ultimate  military  strength  of  the  Empire 
by  throwing  upon  Canada  and  Australasia  the  right  and  duty 
of  self-defence.  He  abolished  the  system  of  dual  control  of 
the  army,  by  which  responsibility  was  divided  between  the 
Commander-in-Chief  and  the  Secretary  for  War.  The  former 
was  now  definitely  subordinated  to  the  Minister. 

Above  all,  Cardwell  introduced  the  short-service  system 
of  twelve  years — three  or  six  with  the  colours  and  nine  or  six 
in  the  reserve.  The  long-service  system,  though  loved  by  the 
Duke  of  Wellington,  had  grave  defects.  There  were  not  enough 
young  men  in  the  ranks ;  there  was  no  proper  reserve  to  call 
out  in  time  of  war ;  and  since  men  left  the  army  too  late  to 
have  any  chance  of  taking  up  civilian  life  with  advantage, 
the  prospects  of  a  common  soldier’s  career  were  so  unattractive 
that  in  nine  cases  out  of  ten  necessity  alone  drove  men  to  enlist. 
Cardwell’s  short-service  system  was  a  lesson  learnt  from  the 
Prussian  victory  in  1866,  which  had  proved  that  two  or  three 
years’  training  sufficed  to  make  good  soldiers,  and  that  large 
reserve  classes  were  essential. 

The  change  helped  both  directly  and  indirectly  the  better 
prospect  opening  before  the  British  soldier.  Flis  lot  was  slowly 
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but  steadily  improving  from  the  time  of  the  Napoleonic  wars 
to  the  outbreak  of  the  struggle  with  Germany  in  our  own  day. 
Before  the  century  closed  Lord  Roberts  could  say  of  the  men 
whom  he  commanded  in  South  Africa,  ‘  they  bore  themselves 
like  heroes  on  the  battlefield  and  like  gentlemen  on  all  other 
occasions.’  It  was  not  a  dictum  that  would  ever  have  passed 
the  lips  of  the  Iron  Duke.1  If  a  history  were  compiled  de¬ 
scribing  the  changes  of  one  hundred  years  in  the  treatment  of 
our  soldiers  and  sailors,  and  in  the  regard  entertained  for  them 
by  their  own  officers  and  by  the  rest  of  the  community,  it  would 
be  an  epitome  of  the  nation’s  general  progress  in  humanity, 
efficiency  and  social  solidarity.  For  it  was  the  century  not  only 
of  hope  but  of  solid  achievement. 


CHAPTER  XXIII 

The  Franco-Prussian  War — The  new  era  in  foreign  affairs — Fall  of  Glad¬ 
stone — Disraeli’s  Ministry,  1874-80 — Trade  Union  and  social  legis¬ 
lation — The  Eastern  Question — Disraeli,  Gladstone  and  the  Turk. 

In  the  summer  of  1870  the  irrepressible  conflict  broke  out 
between  the  France  of  Napoleon  III  and  the  Germany  of 
Bismarck.  England  was  most  afraid  of  France,  but  saw  little 
reason  to  desire  the  success  of  either  combatant.  Both  stood 
for  a  highly  developed  form  of  militarism,  not  likely  to  be 
improved  in  spirit  by  victory,  and  affording  the  world  no 
prospect  of  future  peace  and  goodwill. 

Unlike  his  adversary,  Bismarck  knew  what  he  wanted  and 
how  to  get  it.  In  foreign  affairs  the  course  of  his  realpolitik  lay 
straight  for  the  goal  of  Prussian  power,  and  was  never  diverted 
by  generosity,  prejudice  or  passion.  At  home,  he  had  invented 
a  new  type  of  despotism.  It  was  no  longer  merely  negative, 
like  the  system  of  Metternich,  the  ‘  dead  hand  ’  stretched  out 
to  prohibit  all  change.  Despotism  under  Bismarck  had  become 
an  active  principle  in  the  van  of  progress.  It  was  no  longer 
timidly  hostile  to  the  mercantile  class,  the  press,  education  and 
science,  but  harnessed  them  all  to  the  car  of  government. 
Like  the  liberalism  of  Cavour’s  regime  in  Piedmont  ten  years 
before,  Bismarck’s  despotism  swept  along  with  it  on  its  path 
all  the  activities  of  the  nation’s  life.  It  gave  the  lead  to  the 

1  See  pp. 126-127,  above. 
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patriotic  spirit,  which  in  1849  had  fought  under  the  Liberal 
flag  in  Germany  as  elsewhere.  If  Bismarck  were  to  win  the 
war  with  France,  his  system  would  exert  an  attractive  power 
all  the  world  over,  and  would  become  a  formidable  rival  to 
those  liberal  ideas,  mainly  derived  from  England  and  France, 
which  had  for  half  a  century  been  the  chief  motive  power  in 
the  intellectual  life  of  Europe. 

The  French  Emperor,  on  the  other  hand,  no  longer  knew 
where  he  was  going  either  at  home  or  abroad.  He  had  failed 
to  reconcile  in  practice  the  theoretic  contradictions  always 
involved  in  his  ‘  Napoleonic  ideas.’  On  the  one  hand,  he  stood 
for  the  general  principles  of  nationality  and  plebiscitary  liberal¬ 
ism  in  Europe.  On  the  other  hand,  he  supported  the  Vatican 
against  the  desire  of  the  Italian  people  for  Rome  as  capital,  and 
he  was  himself  the  voice  of  France,  refusing  to  allow  the 
Germans  to  complete  the  edifice  of  their  national  unity.  More¬ 
over,  his  policy  of  thwarting  Italian  aspirations  seriously 
damaged  the  best  chance  he  had  of  thwarting  German  aspira¬ 
tions.  All  was  confusion  and  weakness  in  the  counsels  of  this 
man,  who  a  dozen  years  before  had  been  the  arbiter  of  Europe. 

In  1870  he  entered  the  lists,  with  prestige  already  lowered 
by  a  decade  of  failure  following  on  a  decade  of  success.  It  was 
but  one  of  his  disappointments  that  England,  to  gain  whose 
friendship  he  had  in  the  past  made  great  sacrifices,  would  at 
best  be  coldly  neutral.  Sick  in  body  and  mind,  he  knew,  before 
the  world  proclaimed  it,  that  his  grasp  on  men  and  things  was 
failing.  Wherever  he  looked  he  saw  irresistible  forces  rising 
to  thwart  every  item  of  his  policy,  beyond  the  Alps,  beyond 
the  Rhine,  and  beyond  the  Atlantic. 

Under  cover  of  the  American  Civil  War  to  protect  him 
from  the  Monroe  Doctrine,  Napoleon  had  tried  to  establish  a 
Latin  Empire  under  French  patronage  in  Mexico.  But  the 
North  had  won,  had  shortly  afterwards  served  him  with  notice 
to  quit,  and  he  had  not  risked  a  war  on  the  other  side  of  the 
globe  against  the  veterans  of  Sherman  and  Grant.  When  the 
French  troops  were  withdrawn,  the  Emperor  Maximilian, 
whom  Napoleon  had  imported  from  Europe,  was  caught  by  his 
Mexican  subjects  and  shot.  It  was  a  bitter  humiliation  to  the 
man  who  had  sent  him. 

At  home  Napoleon  now  desired  to  have  Ministers  respon¬ 
sible  to  Parliament,  although  his  Empire  was  a  despotism 
founded  on  the  plebiscite,  expressly  as  a  substitute  for  govern- 
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ment  by  Assembly.  A  change  of  ground  so  fundamental  was 
not  easy  of  accomplishment.  The  French  Liberals  of  the 
rising  generation,  whose  support  was  essential  for  the  success 
of  a  ‘  Liberal  Empire,’  were  most  of  them  Republicans  at 
heart,  taught  by  Victor  Hugo’s  example  in  exile,  and  by 
Gambetta’s  fiery  eloquence,  to  look  askance  at  ‘  the  man  of 
December  ’ 1  and  all  his  works. 

Meanwhile  his  Spanish  wife  Eugenie,  at  the  head  of  the 
more  reactionary  Imperialists,  held  that  he  was  betraying  his 
own  cause  by  toying  with  Parliaments.  They  saw  in  a  German 
war  the  means  of  reviving  the  glories  of  the  French  Empire, 
and  of  the  Roman  Church.  And  he,  in  the  physical  weakness 
and  moral  apathy  that  now  disarmed  his  energies,  had  not  the 
courage  to  say  them  nay. 

Bismarck  meanwhile  was  moving  from  strength  to  strength. 
He  had  half  created  the  German  Empire  by  successful  war 
against  Austria  in  1866.  Napoleon  would  neither  accept  the 
new  Germany  as  inevitable,  nor  boldly  oppose  it  while  there 
was  yet  time.  He  protested,  intrigued,  demanded  ‘  compen¬ 
sations,’  in  Belgium  or  on  the  Rhine,  for  the  growing  power 
of  Prussia.  Bismarck  nicknamed  such  demands  ‘  the  policy 
of  pourboires.'  Napoleon  had  still  a  chance  of  bringing  Austria 
and  Italy  together  into  the  field  on  his  side.  But  he  would  not 
pay  Italy  her  price  of  Rome  as  capital.  Nor  had  he  the  com¬ 
mand  over  his  nerves  to  wait  even  one  year,  till  Austria  should 
have  recovered  from  her  last  defeat,  and  be  ready  to  fight 
Prussia  again.  In  July  1870,  at  the  hour  appointed  by  Bis¬ 
marck,  he  allowed  the  French  Imperialist  party  to  hustle  him 
into  the  war  he  dreaded. 

The  question  which  nominally  gave  rise  to  hostilities,  the 
suggested  Hohenzollern  candidature  for  the  throne  of  Spain, 
was  so  incompetently  handled  by  Napoleon  and  his  coun¬ 
sellors  that,  contrary  to  the  real  facts  as  Bismarck  subsequently 
revealed  them,  France  appeared  to  the  world  as  the  sole 
aggressor.  Such  was  the  impression  produced  in  England  on 
both  Government  and  Opposition,  although  Gladstone  said 
privately — ‘  On  the  face  of  the  facts  France  is  wrong,  but  as 
to  personal  trustworthiness  the  two  moving  spirits,  Napoleon 
and  Bismarck,  are  nearly  on  a  par.’  All  British  parties  were 
in  favour  of  a  strict  neutrality. 

1  The  name  given  to  Napoleon  III  on  account  of  the  coup  d’etat  of 
December  1851.  Seep.  300,  above. 
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Indeed,  when  the  war  began  it  was  not  Germany  we  feared. 
Britons  had  sucked  in  fear  of  Napoleonic  conquest  with  their 
mother’s  milk,  while  the  idea  of  the  dreamy  Germans  as  a 
material  danger  to  Europe  was  new  and  strange.  Only  a  few 
years  back  their  soldiers  had  been  represented  by  our  comic 
artists  as  funny  little  men  strutting  about  under  the  weight  of 
enormous  helmets.1  In  1870  these  diminutive  warriors  shot 
up,  in  the  English  prints,  into  genial  giants  with  bushy  beards, 
singing  Luther’s  hymns  round  Christmas-trees  in  the  trenches 
before  Paris.  We  were  too  ignorant  of  Germany  to  regard  her 
as  a  serious  rival.  Only  eccentric  intellectuals  like  Matthew 
Arnold  and  George  Meredith  warned  us  that  there  was  some¬ 
thing  in  German  professors  and  their  geist  that  was  at  once 
admirable  and  dangerous.2  Representative  British  thought  of 
the  day,  whether  Queen  Victoria’s  or  Thomas  Carlyle’s,  was 
all  for  the  German  civilisation  against  the  French.  The  small 
but  influential  group  of  Positivists,  bred  up  in  the  school  of 
French  intellectual  liberalism,  were  almost  singular  in  their 
anti-German  views. 

Immediately  after  the  outbreak  of  war,  Bismarck  produced 
a  rod  that  he  had  been  keeping  in  pickle  for  France,  in  the 
shape  of  the  draft  of  a  suggested  treaty  of  1866,  written  out 
in  the  handwriting  of  Benedetti,  then  French  Ambassador  at 
Berlin.  This  document  had  proposed  the  annexation  of  Bel¬ 
gium  by  France,  as  a  pourboire  in  return  for  French  consent 
to  the  union  of  Germany.  British  public  opinion  was  deeply 
stirred.  Gladstone  wrote  to  Bright — ‘  If  the  Belgian  people 
desire,  on  their  own  account,  to  join  France  or  any  other 
country,  I  for  one  will  be  no  party  to  taking  up  arms  to  prevent 
it.  But  that  the  Belgians  whether  they  would  or  no,  should  go 
“  plump  ”  down  the  maw  of  another  country  to  satisfy  dynastic 
greed,  is  another  matter.’  Gladstone  at  once  proposed  a  treaty 
to  France  and  Germany,  providing  that  if  either  combatant 
violated  Belgian  neutrality,  Great  Britain  would  co-operate 
with  the  other  party  in  its  defence,  but  without  necessarily 
taking  a  share  in  the  general  operations  of  the  war.  By  August  9, 
1870,  the  signatures  of  Germany  and  France  were  obtained, 
and  nothing  more  was  heard  of  the  Belgian  question. 

In  the  first  week  of  September  came  the  surrender  of  the 

1  E.g.,  Dicky  Doyle’s  Foreign  Tour  of  Brown,  Jones  and  Robinson,  1854. 

2  Matthew  Arnold’s  Friendship’s  Garland  and  Meredith’s  Harry  Rich¬ 
mond  (1 vide  chapter  xxix),  both  published  in  the  year  of  the  Franco-German 
war,  are  curiously  similar  in  their  general  doctrine  as  regards  Germany. 
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main  French  army  at  Sedan,  and  the  fall  of  the  Napoleonic 
Empire.  The  next  four  months  afforded  the  spectacle  of  the 
young  Republic  heroically  attempting,  under  the  inspiration  of 
Gambetta,  to  make  good  the  lost  cause  of  France.  Naturally 
British  sympathies  moved  round  not  a  little,  but  there  was  no 
question  of  interference.  The  German  demand  for  the  pre¬ 
dominantly  French  provinces  of  Alsace-Lorraine  threw  a  shade 
over  the  innocent  beauty  of  the  German  Christmas-trees,  and 
aroused  Gladstone’s  intense  indignation.  But  England  had 
no  wish  to  fight  and  there  was  nothing  to  be  done.1 

To  keep  England’s  moral  indignation  engaged  elsewhere, 
and  to  prevent  joint  action  by  England,  Austria  and  Russia 
on  behalf  of  beaten  France,  Bismarck  had  secretly  stirred  up 
Russia  to  denounce  the  ‘  Black  Sea  ’  articles  of  the  treaty  of 
1856.  Palmerston  had  prolonged  the  Crimean  War  for  half  a 
year  to  obtain  provisions  which  neutralised  the  Euxine,  and 
prohibited  Russia  from  keeping  an  arsenal  on  its  shores  or  a 
navy  in  its  waters.  Such  articles,  denying  Russia’s  sovereignty 
in  her  own  ports,  could  wisely  have  been  struck  out  of  the 
treaty  by  consent.  But  this  had  never  been  done,  and  Russia 

Oct.  now  on  her  own  account  declared  her  intention  of  treating 

1870  them  as  a  ‘  scrap  of  paper.’  We  rightly  protested  against  a 
manner  and  method  of  proceeding  of  such  evil  example,  while 
Bismarck  expressed  pained  surprise  at  Russia’s  precipitate 
action !  But  we  could  not  fight  for  an  arrangement  which  we 
felt  to  be  of  doubtful  justice.  And  so,  after  a  due  course  of 

March  diplomatic  conferences,  we  swallowed  the  Russian  proposals 

1871  and  Bismarck  swallowed  Alsace-Lorraine. 

These  transactions,  though  the  misfortune  rather  than  the 
fault  of  the  existing  Ministry,  left  an  uneasy  sense  that  Glad¬ 
stone  was  not  vigorous  enough  in  foreign  affairs.  The  Alabama 

1872  claims  award2  of  the  following  year  increased  this  impression 
at  the  time,  although  posterity  feels  gratitude  to  the  states¬ 
men  who  avoided  war  with  America.  There  was  perhaps  more 
substance  for  the  suspicion  that  Gladstone’s  instinct  for 
economy  in  taxation  inclined  him  to  shorten  supplies  for  army 
and  navy;  at  least  it  caused  differences  with  some  of  his  own 
colleagues,  as  well  as  furnishing  Opposition  with  a  text.  Dis¬ 
raeli,  with  his  keen  eye  for  world  movements  and  tendencies 

1  Carlyle,  then  at  the  height  of  his  fame  and  influence,  preached  the 
German  view  of  the  Alsace-Lorraine  question  in  his  letter  to  The  Times, 
with  great  effect. 

s  See  pp.  336-337,  above. 
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of  the  age,  proclaimed  the  Conservative  party  as  the  champion 
of  the  external  honour  and  safety  of  Britain,  with  a  special 
interest  in  the  Colonies  and  the  Empire. 

It  was  a  new  departure.  During  the  middle  years  of  the 
century,  Palmerston  as  Whig  Minister  had  voiced  the  nation¬ 
alist  sentiments  of  the  country,  while  the  Conservatives,  alike 
under  Aberdeen,  Peel,  Derby  and  Disraeli  himself,  had  been 
distinctly  a  peace  party,  critical  of  Palmerston  and  his  trum- 
petings.  Neither  had  they  shown  any  special  interest  in  the 
Colonies,  which  were  too  democratic  to  arouse  the  enthusiasm 
of  the  territorial  aristocracy.  The  shifting  of  party  ground  now 
observable  in  these  matters  was  in  the  natural  order  of  things, 
though  the  views  and  characters  of  Disraeli  and  Gladstone 
quickened  the  pace.  So  long  as  the  professional  and  middle 
classes,  who  usually  form  the  largest  body  of  sensitive  nation¬ 
alist  feeling,  had  been  ranged  under  the  Liberal  banner, 
Palmerston  had  been  their  spokesman.  They  were  now,  for 
a  variety  of  reasons,  of  which  working-class  enfranchisement 
was  the  chief,  coming  rapidly  round  to  the  new  Conservatism. 
They  brought  with  them  their  zeal  for  the  honour  and  strength 
of  Britain.  And  since  an  age  of  self-conscious  Imperial  expan¬ 
sion  was  at  hand,  this  fact  was  destined  to  be  of  governing 
importance.  Disraeli  no  longer  spoke  of  the  Colonies  as  ‘  a 
millstone  round  our  neck.’ 

But  the  Conservative  Imperialism  which  Disraeli  adum¬ 
brated  and  which  Salisbury  and  Chamberlain  matured,  each 
after  his  own  fashion,  was  by  none  of  them  directed  against 
Germany.  During  the  remainder  of  the  century  British  Im¬ 
perialism  more  often  came  into  conflict  with  France  or  Russia. 
Considering  that  Germany  had  become  the  dominant  power  in 
Europe  this  may  seem  remarkable,  but  the  reason  is  clear.  Eng¬ 
land  was  becoming  less  interested  in  Europe  and  more  inter¬ 
ested  in  colonies  and  in  the  world  beyond  the  ocean.  Now  while 
Bismarck  cared  little  for  German  colonial  expansion,  France 
after  Sedan,  as  formerly  after  Waterloo,  attempted  to  make  good 
in  Asia  and  Africa  what  she  had  lost  on  the  Rhine.  France, 
therefore,  again  and  again  appeared  as  our  chief  colonial  com¬ 
petitor,  while  the  huge  bulk  of  Russia  overshadowed  India 
and  the  East. 

But  on  one  occasion  Disraeli  was  compelled  to  interfere  in 
Western  European  politics,  and  against  the  German  power. 
In  1875  Bismarck,  disappointed  at  the  rapid  recovery  of 
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France,  was  meditating  either  a  fresh  war  to  crush  her  to  the 
ground  for  ever,  or  the  extortion  of  a  virtual  surrender  on  her 
part  of  her  rights  to  independent  action.  Disraeli  was  by  that 
time  in  office.  *  Bismarck,’  he  wrote,  ‘  is  really  another  old 
Bonaparte  again,  and  must  be  bridled.’  For  this  purpose  he 
effected  a  temporary  combination  writh  Russia  that  gave  pause 
to  Germany,  and  maintained  European  peace  without  the 
humiliation  of  France. 

The  incident  passed  over,  but  it  was  ominous,  and  indi¬ 
cated  the  underlying  forces  and  temper  of  the  new  age.  After 
the  annexation  of  Alsace-Lorraine  all  Europe  ‘  breathed  a 
harsher  air.’  The  sense  of  international  goodwill  and  the 
brotherhood  of  the  human  race,  which  had  lent  an  ideal  halo 
to  the  commercialism  of  the  Great  Exhibition  of  1851,  had 
faded  into  air.  Abroad,  the  inculcation  of  race  hatred  was 
becoming  one  of  the  functions  of  modern  government  and  of 
modern  education.  The  ethical  and  liberal  interpretation  of 
history,  which  had  held  the  field  for  many  years,  began  to  give 
way  before  doctrines  of  race  war  and  class  war  as  the  secret  of 
evolution.  Power  began  to  replace  justice  as  the  standard  of 
intellectual  appeal.  Napoleon  III  had  gone,  and  with  him 
went  the  last  hopes  of  international  Free  Trade,  for  in  Europe 
and  America  high  protective  tariffs  were  the  legacy  of  war  and 
the  expression  of  international  rivalry.  And  with  the  departure 
of  Napoleon  went  his  plebiscites,  a  form  of  respect  for  justice 
to  which  he  had  adhered  even  when  he  wished  to  annex  Savoy 
and  Nice  to  France.  Polish  liberty,  Russian  reform  were  made 
far  more  improbable  by  the  material  and  intellectual  primacy 
of  the  Germany  that  Bismarck  had  created.1  This  change  of 
atmosphere  in  European  thought  and  politics  gradually  and 
in  milder  forms  had  its  reactions  in  our  own  island. 

The  years  1859-70  had  seen  three  great  revolutions 
accomplished — the  national  union  of  Italy  on  a  basis  of  free¬ 
dom,  the  national  union  of  Germany  on  the  basis  of  a  pro¬ 
gressive  military  despotism,  and  the  closer  union  of  the  United 
States  on  a  basis  of  negro  emancipation.  The  ’sixties  were  the 
most  formative  years  in  history  between  the  era  of  Napoleon 
and  the  revolutionary  convulsions  following  the  great  war  of 
our  own  day.  But  after  1870  the  period  of  political  change 
came  to  an  end.  Bismarck,  who  had  for  his  own  purposes  aided 

1  The  last  great  change  for  the  good  that  took  place  in  Russia,  the  freeing 
of  the  serfs,  was  in  1861 
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Italy  in  1866,  having  got  what  he  wanted,  ceased  to  be  a 
revolutionary,  and  the  hour  of  enfranchisement  passed  by. 
The  problems  of  liberation  which  were  not  solved  before  1871 
remained  unsolved  in  1914.  The  new  Europe  saw,  indeed,  an 
enormous  increase  of  material  prosperity,  great  educational 
progress,  and  a  turbid  intellectual  activity  of  every  kind,  but 
it  succeeded  in  solving  no  problem  of  the  first  order.  Whereas 
in  eleven  years  Italian  unity,  German  unity,  and  American  aboli¬ 
tion  and  State  rights  were  definitely  settled,  the  next  forty-six 
years  failed  to  bring  a  solution  of  any  one  of  the  great  problems 
still  outstanding:  Russian  liberty,  German  liberty,  the  Polish 
question,  the  Turkish  and  Balkan  questions,  the  race  questions 
of  Austria-Hungary  and  the  Irish  question.  And  to  these  old 
problems  which  it  failed  to  solve,  the  spirit  of  the  new  age  added 
the  universal  ruin  and  slavery  of  competitive  armaments. 

But  the  gradual  darkening  of  the  world’s  more  distant 
prospects,  and  the  hardening  of  the  international  tone,  did 
not  interfere  with  the  flood-tide  of  British  prosperity.  The 
bettering  of  conditions  of  life  for  the  majority  of  people  was 
the  material  achievement  of  the  Victorian  age,  parallel  to  its 
glories  in  literature,  intellect  and  science. 

In  consequence  of  these  improved  conditions,  Robert 
Owen’s  Socialism  and  all  revolutionary  tendencies,  speculative 
or  practical,  were  in  abeyance  in  England  between  1850  and 
1880.  It  was  an  era  of  relative  content.  The  franchise  was 
extended.  The  Wholesale  Co-operative  movement  was  helping 
to  train  the  character  and  intelligence,  as  well  as  to  assist  the 
budgets,  of  countless  working-class  families.1  Trade  jUnion- 
ism  grew  steadily  in  the  more  highly  organised  industries, 
gradually  put  down  the  abuses  of  Truck  payment,  and  secured 
as  wages  a  large  share  of  the  increased  profits  of  trade. 

Between  1866  and  1875  this  growing  power  of  Trade 
Unionism,  though  still  without  a  political  organisation  or 
programme,  was  brought  into  the  arena  of  national  politics 
over  its  own  affairs. 

In  some  of  the  old-fashioned  Trade  Unions,  especially  in 
Sheffield,  terrorism  accompanied  by  crime  was  resorted  to 
against  recalcitrant  workmen.  Many  of  these  stories  got  about 
and  added  to  the  general  antipathy  towards  Trade  Unions 
which  existed  among  the  political  classes  of  the  day.  This 

1  See  pp.  277-278,  above. 
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feeling  was  not  peculiar  to  one  party,  nor  was  it  confined  to 
persons  out  of  sympathy  with  the  working  classes.  Lord 
Shaftesbury  of  Factory  Act  fame,  wrote :  ‘All  the  single  despots 
and  all  the  aristocracies  that  ever  were  or  ever  will  be,  are 
as  puffs  of  wind  compared  with  those  tornadoes,  the  Trade 
Unions,’  while  Bright,  with  more  moderation  of  feeling  and 
language,  had  deprecated  combinations  either  of  masters  or 
men  as  injurious  to  both,  and  had  spoken  of  most  strikes  as 
4  obstinate  folly,’  which  he  expected  to  see  much  diminished 
when  4  the  great  labour  interest  ’  was  admitted  to  the  citizen¬ 
ship  of  the  franchise.  But  most  of  the  upper  and  middle  classes 
were  much  hotter  against  Trade  Unions  than  Bright. 

In  1 866  the  explosion  of  a  can  of  gunpowder  in  a  work¬ 
man’s  house  in  Sheffield  brought  public  indignation  on  the 
subject  to  a  head.  Next  year,  a  judicial  decision  in  the  Courts 
seemed  to  deprive  the  Unions  of  the  freedom  which  they  had 
enjoyed  for  over  forty  years,  under  the  laws  secured  for  them 
by  Place  and  Hume.1 

At  this  stage  the  larger  and  better  organised  societies  of 
the  New  Model 2  took  the  affair  in  hand.  They  detested  the 
crimes  of  the  badly  managed  Unions,  which  were  to  a  large 
extent  a  legacy  of  the  days  when  all  combinations  of  workmen 
were  illegal,  when  the  kind  of  civil  war  described  in  Shirley 
was  carried  on  by  armed  attacks  on  the  houses  of  employers, 
by  machine-breaking  and  violence  to  blacklegs.  The  big  Unions 
now  demanded  an  inquiry  which  they  were  sure  would  excul¬ 
pate  the  movement  as  a  whole  in  its  more  recent  developments. 
They  also  demanded  legislation  to  give  them  back  the  liberty 
of  which  the  judge-made  law  was  threatening  to  deprive  them. 
Throughout  the  prolonged  crisis  that  followed  they  were 
excellently  advised  by  Tom  Hughes,  their  champion  in  Par¬ 
liament,  and  Mr.  Frederic  Harrison,  the  Positivist. 

But  the  Trade  Union  world  was  not  then  organised  for 
political  action.  Although  in  1 8 6 8  the  Liberal  majority  had 
been  largely  returned  by  the  votes  of  the  newly  enfranchised 
workmen  of  the  towns,  Gladstone  was  far  from  satisfying  the 
Trade  Unionists  by  the  Act  of  1871  that  dealt  with  the  legal 
status  of  their  societies.  They  were  bitterly  resentful  of  their 
treatment  by  the  Liberals,  when  the  General  Election  of  1874 
took  place.  Electioneering  politicians  had  not  then  learnt  to 
watch  Trade-Union  Congresses,  or  tap  the  barometer  of 
*Pp.  200-202,  above.  3  P.  277,  above. 
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working-class  opinion.  But  it  is  not  impossible  that  the  feeling 
of  the  artisans  on  this  question  had  almost  as  much  to  do  with 
Gladstone’s  defeat  as  the  very  similar  state  of  mind  of  the 
Nonconformists  about  education. 

Disraeli  had  the  acuteness  to  learn  the  new  lesson.  His 
sympathy  with  the  working  class,  which  in  his  youth  he  had 
expressed  in  his  novels,  was  now  becoming  a  factor  in  politics. 
In  1875  he  passed  a  Combination  Act  which  satisfied  the 
Trade  Unions  and  set  the  legal  question  at  rest,  until  a  later 
judicial  decision,  known  as  the  Taff  Vale  judgment,  aroused 
a  later  agitation  which  ended  similarly  in  the  more  advanced 
Trades  Dispute  Act  of  1906. 

Another  sectional  interest,  that  now  came  into  direct  rela¬ 
tion  with  politics  under  the  new  democratic  system,  was  the 
drink  trade,  harassed  by  the  rising  power  of  the  United  King¬ 
dom  Alliance.  Society  was  more  benefited  by  the  success  of 
the  ‘  blue  ribbon  ’  crusade  in  promoting  habits  of  sobriety 
than  by  the  political  tactics  of  some  of  its  supporters.  Glad¬ 
stone’s  Home  Secretary,  Bruce,  introduced  a  Licensing  Bill 
that  would  have  drastically  cut  down  the  excessive  number  of 
public-houses  and  subjected  the  rest  to  fuller  control.  It  was  a 
golden  opportunity  for  wise  and  effective  legislation  of  this 
kind,  as  the  drink  traffic  had  not  yet  been  fully  organised  for 
political  purposes.  But  the  Prohibition  party  would  be  con¬ 
tent  with  nothing  short  of  the  right  of  the  inhabitants  of  each 
district  to  prohibit  the  sale  of  liquor,  and  failed  to  give  the 
measure  the  support  requisite  to  counteract  the  opposition  of 
the  Trade.  ‘  Bruce’s  Bill  ’  was  accordingly  withdrawn,  and  a 
much  milder  Bill  passed  in  the  following  year.  Temperance 
iegislation  failed  to  keep  pace  with  other  parts  of  the  social 
progress  of  the  period.  At  the  General  Election  three  years 
later,  the  great  electoral  influence  of  the  public-houses  was  for 
the  first  time  thrown  almost  solidly  against  the  Liberal  candi¬ 
dates.  In  the  following  generation,  when  brewery  shares  be¬ 
came  one  of  the  most  popular  forms  of  investment,  the  Trade 
struck  wider  and  deeper  roots  in  the  community  at  large  than 
it  had  in  the  days  of  ‘  Bruce’s  Bill.’ 

But  the  fundamental  reason  of  the  defeat  of  the  Liberal 
Ministers  in  1874  was  that  they  had  done  their  work.  When 
Disraeli  pointed  to  his  opponents  mustered  on  the  Treasury 
bench  as  ‘  a  range  of  exhausted  volcanoes,’  it  was  a  jibe  that 
contained  a  compliment.  The  Temperance  arrow  had  gone 
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astray,  but  Gladstone  had  shot  away  his  quiverful  mostly  into 
the  bull’s-eye,  and  for  the  present  had  no  more  measures  to 
propose,  either  for  Great  Britain  or  Ireland — except,  indeed, 
the  abolition  of  the  income-tax !  That  he  should  actually  have 
been  able  to  prepare  a  Treasury  plan  for  conducting  the  tax¬ 
payer  into  such  a  paradise,  shows  what  an  effective  guardian 
he  had  been  of  the  national  finances,  but  indicates  how  little 
he  foresaw  the  future  either  of  armaments  or  of  social  reform. 
Disraeli  was  returned  at  the  polls,1  and  the  income-tax  has  yet 
to  be  repealed. 

1874-80  Disraeli  first  attained  power  as  Prime  Minister  in  his 
seventieth  year.  But  ere  he  reached  that  eminence  he  had 
already  achieved  a  great  work,  curiously  similar  to  that  of  the 
statesman  whose  career  he  had  destroyed  a  generation  before. 
He  had  taught  the  Conservatives  to  accept  the  new  democratic 
conditions,  but  unlike  Peel  he  had  ‘  educated  his  party  ’  with¬ 
out  impairing  its  unity  or  cooling  its  devotion  to  himself.  Alike 
in  opposition  and  in  office  he  proved  himself  a  master  in  the 
handling  of  colleagues  and  followers  and  in  the  conduct  of  the 
party  fortunes — aspects  of  statesmanship  in  which  Gladstone 
in  later  life  was  less  successful. 

Disraeli  did  not  come  to  Downing  Street,  like  Gladstone 
six  years  before,  pledged  to  a  long  and  contentious  programme 
of  domestic  legislation.  His  promise  was  to  give  a  rest  to 
‘  harassed  interests.’  But  he  also  kept  his  other  promise,  not 
to  forget  social  reform. 

Apart  from  the  laws  in  favour  of  Trade  Unions,  much 
useful  work  was  done  for  housing,  sanitation  and  the  ever-grow¬ 
ing  factory  code.  Disraeli’s  able  Home  Secretary,  Richard 
Cross,  consolidated  and  improved  the  mass  of  existing  legisla¬ 
tion  on  these  subjects.  The  Public  Health  Act  of  1875  marked 
a  stage  in  the  battle  against  disease  to  which  Chadwick  had 
committed  the  State  a  generation  before.  ‘  Sanitas  sanitatum , 
omnia  sanitas J  said  Disraeli,  to  enliven  a  subject  more  important 
than  entertaining.  The  Artisans’  Dwelling  Act  of  the  same 
year  enabled  local  authorities  to  begin  to  deal  with  the  horrors 
of  the  slum  areas. 

In  these  and  other  ways  Cross  added  many  new  functions 

1  The  election  of  1874  was  the  first  that  took  place  under  the  provisions 
of  the  Ballot  Act,  passed  by  the  Liberals  in  1872.  At  the  election  of  1868 
there  were  still  the  hustings  and  open  voting. 
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to  local  government.  Such  Acts  were  parts  of  a  general  pro¬ 
cess,  by  which  the  central  government,  by  means  of  ‘  grants 
in  aid  ’  of  local  rates  and  otherwise,  encouraged  municipal 
activity  in  innumerable  departments  of  life.  Drains,  water, 
housing,  public  spaces,  as  well  as  education,  were  now  being 
supplied  or  controlled  by  public  authorities.  The  modern 
municipal  system  has  been  called  ‘  an  application  of  democracy 
to  the  supply  of  the  wants  of  the  household.’  It  is  also  an 
application  of  scientific  bureaucracy  to  the  task  of  rendering 
life  under  modern  conditions  possible  in  our  crowded  island. 
Ever  since  the  Municipal  Reform  Act  of  1835,  government 
after  government  down  to  our  own  day  has  helped  to  build  up 
and  extend  the  system.  Gladstone  in  1871  had  set  up  a  new 
department  called  the  Local  Government  Board,  on  to  which 
the  business  of  controlling  and  stimulating  the  action  of  local 
authorities  has  chiefly  devolved.  The  work  of  Cross  was  merely 
the  work  of  one  Minister  in  a  long  series,  but  it  was  good  work, 
and  coming  immediately  after  a  great  Conservative  victory  at 
the  polls,  it  gave  assurance  of  continuity  in  the  national 
progress  towards  better  conditions  of  life. 

It  was  a  sign  of  changing  times  that  the  tide  had  at  last 
turned  against  enclosure  of  commons.  The  great  enclosures 
which  had  added  immensely  to  the  area  under  proper  culti¬ 
vation,  had  been  made  largely  at  the  expense  of  the  old- 
fashioned  type  of  peasantry,  now  practically  vanished  from 
the  land.1  But  since  the  middle  of  the  century,  enclosures 
of  commons  to  obtain  building-land  and  private  grounds 
had  begun  seriously  to  affect  the  interests  of  the  industrial 
population,  who  had  more  powerful  friends  than  those  whom 
the  peasants  had  been  able  to  muster.  From  1864  onwards,  a 
spirited  agitation  was  conducted  against  the  disappearance  of 
public  pleasure-grounds  in  the  neighbourhood  of  great  cities, 
and  the  *  lungs  ’  within  their  crowded  areas.  Epping  Forest 
was  saved  for  Londoners,  and  many  successful  fights  had  been 
put  up  in  the  Law  Courts  against  illegal  enclosures  that  in  a 
former  generation  would  have  passed  unchallenged.  The 
Commons  Preservation  Society  was  led  by  such  Liberals  as 
Shaw  Lefevre  and  Henry  Fawcett,  but  its  supporters  were  not 
confined  to  one  party  and  its  influence  was  strongly  felt  in  the 
Conservative  House  of  Commons  of  the  ’seventies. 

It  was  also  characteristic  of  the  new  age  that  the  warm- 
1  See  pp.  145-147,  above. 
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hearted  Samuel  Plimsoll,  the  sailor’s  friend,  by  force  of  public 
opinion,  and  by  dint  of  losing  his  temper  at  a  lucky  moment 
on  the  floor  of  the  House,  shamed  honourable  members  into 
passing  the  first  measure  aimed  at  protecting  the  lives  of 
mariners  in  the  ‘  coffin  ships  ’  of  the  mercantile  marine.  But 
the  Act  of  1876  was  only  the  beginning  of  such  legislation,  and 
was  not  in  itself  very  effective. 

Throughout  the  nineteenth  century  Russia  was  striving  to 
advance  towards  Constantinople  over  the  ruins  of  the  Turkish 
Empire.  She  was  drawn  forward  by  imperialist  ambition,  by 
interest  in  the  oppressed  Christians  of  her  own  communion, 
many  of  whom  were  Slav  by  language  and  race,  and  by  the 
instinct  to  seek  a  warm-water  port — a  window  whence  the 
imprisoned  giantess  could  look  out  upon  the  world.  The  world, 
however,  had  no  great  wish  to  see  her  there. 

.Canning 1  had  planned  to  head  off  Russia’s  advance,  not 
by  direct  opposition,  but  by  associating  her  with  England  and 
France  in  a  policy  of  emancipation,  aimed  at  erecting  national 
States  out  of  the  component  parts  of  the  Turkish  Empire.  Such 
States  could  be  relied  upon  to  withstand  Russian  encroach¬ 
ment  on  their  independence,  if  once  they  were  set  free  from 
the  Turk.  The  creation  of  the  kingdom  of  Greece  was  the  im¬ 
mediate  outcome  of  Canning’s  policy.  A  small  Serbian  State 
of  the  same  national  type  had  already  begun  to  struggle  for  exist¬ 
ence  during  the  Napoleonic  wars.  The  Bulgarian  race  was  still 
wholly  submerged.  But  Canning’s  policy  gave  hopes  to  them  all. 

Within  a  generation  of  the  battle  of  Navarino,  the  Whig- 
Peelite  Ministry  forgot  the  tradition  of  Byron,  reversed  the 
policy  of  Canning,  and  sought  to  restrain  Russia  by  the  oppo¬ 
site  method,  namely,  by  propping  up  the  rotten  body  of  Turkish 
1876  rule  in  Europe.  The  Crimean  War  succeeded  in  keeping  Russia 
back  for  just  twenty  years.  She  was  now  once  more  on  the 
move,  in  consequence  of  the  rising  of  Serbs  and  Bulgarians 
against  ‘  the  unspeakable  Turk.’  Would  England  meet  the 
new  situation  by  reviving  the  policy  of  Canning,  or  the  policy  of 
the  Crimea  ? 2  It  was  long  since  our  people  had  been  interested 
in  the  Eastern  question,  and  much  had  happened  in  our  island 

1  See  pp.  2 1 3-2 1 4,  above. 

2  Gladstone,  who  had  sat  in  the  Crimean  Cabinet,  never  would  allow  the 
case  had  been  the  same  in  1854  as  in  1876.  Between  the  two  dates  there 
may  indeed  have  been  a  change  in  the  general  European  situation  and  in 
the  relation  of  Russia  to  Europe,  but  as  regards  the  Christian  races  inside 
the  Turkish  Empire  the  position  was  the  same. 
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since  the  siege  of  Sebastopol.  It  was  therefore  by  no  means 
certain  what  the  British  would  on  this  occasion  be  pleased  to 
think.  In  such  circumstances  all  may  depend  upon  a  single 
man.  The  masterful  lead  given  by  Disraeli  caused  official 
JEngland  to  revive  the  policy  not  of  Canning  but  of  Palmerston. 

The  pro-Turkish  policy  was  again  reversed  in  the  following 
generation,  when  Lord  Salisbury  declared  that  we  had  *  put 
our  money  on  the  wrong  horse.’  It  was  Disraeli  who  made 
the  Conservatives  for  a  few  years  identify  the  Turkish  cause 
with  the  cause  of  our  own  Empire,  and  it  was  Gladstone  who 
compelled  the  Liberal  party  to  become  the  channel  of  a  no  less 
powerful  anti-Turkish  sentiment. 

There  were  dissentients  in  both  camps.  Lord  Derby,  the 
son  of  Disraeli’s  old  chief,  now  his  Foreign  Secretary,  differed 
from  him  and  resigned,  whereas  Lord  Hartington  and  Forster, 
the  nominal  chiefs  of  the  Liberal  party  after  Gladstone’s 
retirement,  hesitated  to  oppose  Disraeli  at  critical  moments, 
as  did  many  of  the  Liberal  members.  But  Gladstone,  still  in 
Parliament  though  nominally  in  retirement,  roused  one-half 
of  the  country  behind  their  backs,  and  resumed  the  unofficial 
lead  of  the  Opposition  over  their  embarrassed  heads. 

The  British  people,  when  left  to  themselves,  neither  knew 
nor  cared  who  massacred  whom  between  the  Danube  and  the 
TEgean.  Byron’s  Greece  had  appealed  to  their  imagination 
and  historical  sense,  but  the  Balkans  were  a  battlefield  of  kites 
and  crows.  It  took  the  combined  genius  of  Disraeli  and  Glad¬ 
stone  to  arouse,  on  that  obscure  subject,  passions  as  hot  as  any 
that  Englishmen  had  felt  about  the  doings  of  foreigners  since 
the  days  of  Burke  and  the  French  Revolution. 

But  on  this  occasion  the  rival  factions  were  more  evenly 
divided.  On  Disraeli’s  side  was  Clubland,  the  Services,  the 
majority  perhaps  of  the  middle  class  with  its  nationalist  sus¬ 
ceptibilities,  and,  at  the  critical  later  stages  of  the  affair,  the 
mass  of  ordinary  citizens  whose  instinct  is  to  support  their 
country  in  a  quarrel  to  which  Government  has  committed  her. 
The  London  music-halls  were  hot  against  Russia,  and  a  song 
that  asserted  our  preparedness  with  a  mild  oath,  first  caused 
the  war-party  to  be  nicknamed  ‘  Jingoes.’ 1  On  the  other 
side  was  the  great  majority  of  the  working  class,  the  great 

1  *  We  don’t  want  to  fight, 

But  by  Jingo,  if  we  do, 

We’ve  got  the  men,  we’ve  got  the  ships, 

We’ve  got  the  money  too.' 
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majority  of  the  religious  world,  and  many  who,  like  Ruskin  and 
Carlyle,  ordinarily  cared  little  for  party  politics.  Nonconfor¬ 
mists  and  High  Churchmen  were  for  once  agreed.  Both  were 
proud  of  Gladstone  though  for  different  reasons,  and  both  were 
zealous  for  the  martyrs  of  Christianity  in  the  East. 

When  Gladstone  said  ‘  Five  millions  of  Bulgarians,  cowed 
and  beaten  down  to  the  ground,  hardly  venturing  to  look 
upwards,  even  to  their  Father  in  heaven,  have  extended  their 
hands  to  you,’  there  were  many  who  could  not  bear  that  we 
should  fight  Russia  in  order  to  give  them  back  to  the  Turk. 
Gladstone’s  appeal  was  passionate  and  idealist.  The  most 
famous  sentence  of  his  diatribes  on  the  Bulgarian  atrocities 
supplied  a  cant  term  for  the  policy  which  he  advocated : 

‘  Let  the  Turks  now  carry  away  their  abuses  in  the  only 
possible  manner,  namely,  by  carrying  off  themselves.  Their 
Zaptiehs  and  their  Mudirs,  their  Bimbashis  and  their  Zus- 
bashis,  their  Kaimakams  and  their  Pashas,  one  and  all,  bazjmd 
baggage^  shall  I  hope  clear  out  from  the  Province  they  have 
desolated  and  profaned.’ 

The  successful  idealism  of  his  appeal,  in  an  age  moving 
fast  towards  materialism  in  politics,  struck  foreigners  more 
than  anything  else  in  the  incalculable  conduct  of  our  country¬ 
men  over  the  whole  affair,  and  made  ‘  Gladstone’s  England  ’ 
popular  among  the  Balkan  Christians,  in  spite  of  the  action  of 
the  British  Government. 

To  Disraeli  and  to  many  others  all  this  was  foolishness,. 
They  saw  danger  in  the  Russian  power,  which  they  believed 
to  threaten  India  already,  and  Europe  in  the  long  run.  They 
feared  to  alienate  our  Mohammedan  fellow-subjects  by  appear¬ 
ing  to  abandon  the  head  of  their  religion  to  his  Christian 
enemies.  If  Disraeli  cared  little  about  the  Balkans,  he  cared 
1876  much  about  India.  He  had  proclaimed  the  Queen  its  Em- 
1875  press.  He  had,  by  an  able  stroke,  bought  for  England  an 
interest  in  the  Suez  Canal  shares  as  the  key  to  our  Eastern 
1878  possessions.  It  delighted  him  to  bring  Indian  troops  to  Malta 
as  a  protection  for  the  Porte  and  a  warning  to  Russia.1  If  he 
■  thought  the  Czardom  an  abomination  he  was  not  far  wrong. 
And  although  his  strong  Jewish  sympathies  inclined  him  to 
look  too  leniently  on  the  Turk  by  comparison,  we  now  know 
by  bitter  experience  that  he  was  right  in  supposing  the  Turk 
to  have  no  monopoly  in  Balkan  atrocities. 

1  See  note,  p.  99,  above. 
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But  in  one  respect  Gladstone,  for  all  his  idealism,  was  more 
realist  than  Disraeli.  Gladstone  believed  in  nationality  and 
Disraeli  did  net.  Disraeli  believed  in  *  race,’  but  he  did  not  see 
why  every  race  should  demand  as  of  right  to  express  its  genius 
through  national  freedom  and  self-government.  His  own  race, 
of  which  he  was  so  proud,  throve  and  was  famous  for  its  own 
distinctive  qualities,  without  being  a  nation.  And  so,  except  in 
the  case  of  old-established  ‘  nations  ’  like  England  and  France, 
Disraeli  preferred  cosmopolitan  empires  of  the  ancien  regime. 
He  had  supported  Austrian  and  papal  claims  against  Italian 
aspirations.  On  the  same  principle  he  saw  no  reason  why 
the  Turk  should  not  continue  to  rule  over  Serbs,  Greeks 
and  Bulgars.  But  national  feeling  was  the  great  force  of  the 
century,  and  had  become  a  motive  power  in  all  human  affairs. 
Realpolitik  could  no  longer  leave  it  out  of  account.  It  was 
impossible,  as  events  have  since  proved,  permanently  to  subject 
Serbs,  Greeks  and  Bulgars  to  the  Turk. 

For  some  ten  years  after  the  death  of  Palmerston,  British 
intervention  in  the  affairs  of  the  Continent  had  been  on  prin¬ 
ciple  reduced  to  a  minimum.  This  state  of  things  was  now 
brought  to  an  end.  Disraeli  was  determined  that  England 
should  be  heard  as  a  principal  in  the  counsels  of  Europe.  He 
would  not  consent  that,  because  France  was  down  and  out,  all 
great  questions  should  be  left  to  the  decision  of  the  three 
despotic  Empires.  There  was  much  to  be  said  for  this  policy 
in  general ;  and  much  in  particular  for  preventing  the  control 
of  the  Balkans  and  the  Straits  by  Russia — although  in  1914, 
under  altered  circumstances,  we  fought  to  place  her  in  Con¬ 
stantinople  itself.  But  Disraeli’s  vision,  penetrating  as  it  was, 
had  limits  in  certain  directions.  He  failed  to  see  that  England 
would  have  interfered  with  more  powerful  and  lasting  effect, 
and  would  have  checked  Russia  more  effectually,  if  she  had 
supported  instead  of  opposing  the  creation  of  independent 
Balkan  States. 

At  the  beginning  of  the  affair,  in  May  1876,  he  declined 
to  let  England  join  the  Concert  of  Europe  in  coercing  the 
Porte  into  better  government,  because  he  feared,  perhaps  not 
unjustly,  that  such  a  course  ‘  must  end  very  soon  in  the  dis¬ 
integration  of  Turkey.’  He  refused  to  commit  us  to  the  diffi¬ 
cult  task  of  liquidating  the  Turkish  problem  in  agreement 
with  the  other  Powers.  Having  so  refused,  he  could  hardly  be 
surprised  that,  in  default  of  action  by  Europe,  Russia  went  to 
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1877  war  alone  to  save  the  Christian  races  from  extirpation.  After 
the  liberation  of  Bulgaria  in  the  protracted  and  obstinate  cam¬ 
paign  of  Plevna,  the  Russian  armies  arrived  under  the  walls 
March  of  Constantinople,  and  there  dictated  the  Treaty  of  San  Stefano.. 


The  crisis  had  been  reached.  Disraeli,  now  Lord  Beacons- 
field,  threatened  Russia  with  instant  war  and  brought  Indian 
troops  to  Malta  to  show  that  he  was  in  earnest.  By  his  spirited 
action  he  compelled  Russia  to  refer  the  Treaty  of  San  Stefano 
to  a  European  Congress.  In  view  of  the  magnitude  and  variety 
of  the  interests  touched,  such  a  reference  was  only  right. 

Since  Derby  now  resigned,  Beaconsfield  chose  Lord  Salis- 
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bury  to  succeed  him  at  the  Foreign  Office.  Salisbury  had  little 
enthusiasm  for  the  pro-Turkish  part  of  his  chief’s  policy.  He 
had  written  in  September  1876  that  the  ‘  alliance  and  friend¬ 
ship  ’  with  Turkey  ‘  is  a  reproach  to  us,  and  that  the  Turk’s 
teeth  must  be  drawn,  even  if  he  be  allowed  to  live.’  Salisbury 
seems  to  have  moved  somewhat  in  the  direction  of  Beacons- 
field’s  views,  as  the  course  of  events  in  1877  increased  his  fears 
of  Russia.  But  his  presence  as  the  Premier’s  right-hand  man 
during  the  final  crisis  undoubtedly  helped  to  bring  about  the 
compromise  by  which  war  was  avoided. 

The  essentials  of  this  compromise  were  agreed  to  between 
England  and  Russia  before  the  meeting  of  the  European  Con¬ 
gress,  which  took  place  at  Berlin  under  the  chairmanship  of 
Bismarck,  and  formally  substituted  the  Treaty  of  Berlin  for  July 
the  terms  of  San  Stefano.  Beaconsfield  acted  throughout  with  1878 
vigour,  courage  and  success,  and,  if  his  point  of  view  is  accepted, 
with  ultimate  moderation.  But  the  value  in  terms  of  human 
welfare  which  these  great  qualities  had  on  this  particular  occa¬ 
sion  in  the  world’s  history,  can  only  be  estimated  by  carefully 
contrasting  the  treaty  he  tore  up  with  the  settlement  which 
he  caused  to  be  put  in  its  place. 

In  the  light  of  subsequent  events,  many  students  of  Balkan 
politics  think  that  the  Treaty  of  San  Stefano  was  open  to  grave 
objections,  but  scarcely  to  those  objections  on  which  Beacons¬ 
field  laid  most  stress.  At  San  Stefano  Russia  had  decreed  the 
setting  up  of  Bulgaria  as  a  large  State,  adding  Macedonia  with 
its  mixed  races  to  the  territories  that  were  indisputably  Bul¬ 
garian.  Beaconsfield’s  main  objection  to  this  big  Bulgaria  was 
grounded  on  the  belief  that  it  would  prove  the  catspaw  of 
Russia.  No  doubt  it  was  meant  to  be  so,  but  it  never  could 
have  been  so,  owing  to  Bulgarian  national  feeling.  That  factor 
was  overlooked  by  Beaconsfield,  who  saw  nothing  except  Pan¬ 
slavism.  Bulgaria,  as  events  soon  proved,  turned  against 
Russia,  and  she  would  probably  have  done  so  even  more 
effectually  if  she -had  been  more  powerful,  and  had  been  put 
in  direct  contact  with  England  and  other  countries  through 
the  Mediterranean  seaboard  assigned  to  her  at  San  Stefano 
and  taken  away  from  her  at  Berlin.  Beaconsfield  made  it  his 
boast  that  he  had  kept  Russia  out  of  the  Mediterranean.  But 
in  fact  it  was  Bulgaria  whom  he  had  excluded.  His  identifi¬ 
cation  of  Bulgaria  with  Russia  proved  to  be  an  error,  however 
natural.  The  Russian  authorities  made  themselves  as  odious 
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to  those  whom  they  had  just  liberated,  as  they  did  to  the  races 
in  the  Czar’s  Empire.  Bulgarian  feeling  was  a  strong  barrier 
against  Russia’s  advance  to  the  Mediterranean. 

To  our  modern  eyes  the  real  objection  to  San  Stefano  lies 
not  in  its  alleged  increase  of  Russian  power,  but  in  its  sacrifice 
of  the  fair  claims  of  Greeks  and  Serbians,  who  would  not  have 
remained  long  quiet  under  an  arrangement  which  ignored  their 
racial  rights  and  gave  all  the  points  to  Bulgaria.  Lord  Salis¬ 
bury  felt  this  strongly,  especially  on  behalf  of  Greece.  But 
the  merit  of  San  Stefano  was  that  it  reduced  Turkish  power  in 
Europe  to  a  point  not  very  much  larger  than  what  it  is  to¬ 
day.  As  a  glance  at  the  map  will  show,  the  boundaries  of 
San  Stefano,  by  cutting  the  Turkish  territory  in  Europe  in 
two,  would  have  made  Albania  and  the  Western  Balkans  very 
nearly  independent  of  Turkey  in  fact,  though  not  in  name. 

Beaconsfield’s  success,  as  he  himself  saw  it,  consisted  in 
restoring  the  European  power  of  Turkey.  It  was  done  by 
handing  back  Macedonia  to  the  Porte,  without  guarantees 
for  better  government.  That  was  the  essence  of  the  Treaty  of 
Berlin  as  distinct  from  the  Treaty  of  San  Stefano.  ‘  There  is 
again  a  Turkey  in  Europe,’  Bismarck  said.  He  congratulated 
the  British  Prime  Minister — ‘  You  have  made  a  present  to  the 
Sultan  of  the  richest  province  in  the  world ;  4000  square  miles 
of  the  richest  soil.’  Unfortunately  for  themselves,  the  inhabi¬ 
tants  went  with  the  soil. 

Since  Beaconsfield  decided,  perhaps  rightly,  that  Mace¬ 
donia  should  not  be  Bulgarian,  some  arrangement  ought  to 
have  been  made  for  its  proper  administration  under  a  Christian 
governor.  Apart  from  all  question  of  massacres,  the  deadening 
character  of  the  Turkish  rule  is  well  known.  Lord  Salisbury 
seems  to  have  wished  for  a  Christian  governor,  but  nothing 
was  done  in  that  direction. 

A  golden  opportunity  was  thus  let  slip.  The  Balkans  had 
been  in  the  hands  of  the  Congress  of  Powers.  The  Turkish  claims 
had  been  shorn  away  by  the  knife  of  war,  and  no  new  claims 
had  yet  been  made  good  by  Greek,  Serb  or  Bulgar.  If,  in¬ 
stead  of  deliberately  restoring  the  plenary  power  of  the  Turk  in 
Macedonia,  they  had  divided  up  all  the  territory  at  their  dis¬ 
posal  among  the  appropriate  races,  putting  ‘  mixed  districts  ’ 
under  Christian  governors,  a  great  step  would  have  been  taken 
towards  ultimate  solution.  But  none  of  the  parties  to  the 
Congress  of  Berlin  could  see  so  far.  The  opportunity  went  by, 
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and  a  succession  of  Balkan  wars  in  the  twentieth  century  was 
rendered  inevitable.  , 

British  diplomacy  also  secured  at  Berlin  that  the  new 
Bulgaria  should  be  not  only  reduced  in  size  but  divided  into 
two  parts,  the  southern  part  to  be  called  *  Eastern  Rumelia.’ 

This  makeshift  arrangement  was  abolished  seven  years  later, 
with  the  active  concurrence  of  Lord  Salisbury,  who  came  to  1885 
acquiesce  in  the  desire  of  the  Bulgarians  for  union  in  one 
State. 

Another  important  outcome  of  the  Treaty  of  Berlin  was 
that  Bosnia  and  Herzegovina,  though  freed  from  Turkey, 
were  subjected,  much  against  their  will,  to  Austro-Hungarian  1878 
rule.  England  promoted  the  arrangement,  partly  to  win  the 
consent  of  the  German  Powers  to  the  general  settlement,  partly 
to  prevent  a  chain  of  Slav  States  from  extending  across  the 
Balkan  peninsula.  It  had  not  yet  occurred  to  us  that  we  might 
come  to  fear  the  Teuton  more  than  the  Slav.  This  transac¬ 
tion  rendered  inevitable  the  ultimate  collision  between  Serbia 
as  the  champion  of  Jugo-Slav  nationality  and  the  Austro- 
Hungarian  Empire  that  denied  it.  With  the  connivance  of 
England,  Austria  was  given  a  great  accession  of  unwilling 
subjects,  and  launched  as  a  principal  actor  into  Balkan  politics. 
From  her  new  basis  in  Bosnia  and  Herzegovina,  she  pursued 
her  ambitions  in  Albania  and  Macedonia  as  representative  of 
the  Pan-German  ‘  Drang  nach  Os  ten.1  1 

At  the  same  time,  by  the  separate  ‘  Cyprus  Convention  ’ 
with  the  Porte,  Beaconsfield  obtained  Cyprus  from  Turkey, 
and  promised  in  return  the  protection  of  England  for  her 
Asiatic  possessions,  into  which  she  once  more  promised  to 
introduce  reforms.  But  this  alliance  with  Turkey  practically 
went  out  of  force  on  Gladstone’s  return  to  power  in  1880, 
and  was  never  renewed  by  any  government,  Conservative  or 
Liberal.  The  Armenians  therefore  lost  the  benefits  that  they 
might  have  derived  from  the  system  contemplated  by  Beacons¬ 
field,  by  which  we  were  to  extend  our  protection  and  friendship 
to  Turkey  in  a  permanent  form,  and  thereby,  it  was  hoped, 
exert  influence  for  the  good  on  her  conduct  towards  her 
Christian  subjects,  through  the  action  of  our  Consuls  in  Asia 
Minor.  The  difficulty  was  that  such  friendship  and  alliance, 

1  Austro-Hungarian  ‘  occupation  ’  lasted  till  1908,  when  it  was  con¬ 
verted  into  annexation  by  a  high-handed  act  which  proved  one  of  the  direct 
causes  of  the  war  of  1914. 
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in  fact  if  not  in  name  committed  us  to  defending  the  Euro¬ 
pean  power  of  Turkey  in  Macedonia,  which  was  certain  to  be 
challenged  by  the  arms  of  Bulgaria,  Serbia  and  Greece  as  soon 
as  an  opportunity  offered.  And  neither  Gladstone  nor  the 
Salisbury  of  later  years  would  ever  have  asked  England  to 
fight  in  such  a  cause. 

The  Treaty  of  Berlin  was  received  by  the  world  with  a 
sigh  of  relief,  because  a  European  war  had  been  avoided.  Even 
Gladstone  thankfully  admitted  that  Beaconsfield  had  so  far 
failed  that  eleven  millions  of  Christians  had  been  released  for 
ever  from  the  Turk. 

The  country  as  a  whole  rejoiced  to  have  secured  peace — 
and  ‘  Peace  with  Honour  ’  as  Beaconsfield  proclaimed  it  to  the 
crowds  who  welcomed  him  back  to  Downing  Street  on  the 
night  of  his  return  from  Berlin.  If  a  dissolution  had  taken 
place  in  1878  he  would  perhaps  have  obtained  another  lease 
of  power. 

During  the  prolonged  crisis  of  the  Eastern  question,  the 
Queen  had  been  the  strongest  of  partisans,  desiring  rather  than 
fearing  a  war  with  Russia.  Her  enthusiasm  was  embarrassing 
to  her  friend  the  Prime  Minister,  whom  she  sometimes  up¬ 
braided  as  too  lukewarm  in  his  own  cause.  Colleagues  who 
refused  to  support  him,  and  open  opponents  of  his  policy  she 
denounced  in  unmeasured  terms.  Disraeli  had  for  years  been 
flattering  his  royal  mistress  with  a  lavish  skill  of  which  no 
statesman  of  British  race  would  have  been  capable.  His  rival, 
indeed,  never  lost  that  reverence  for  the  monarchy  which  his 
high  Tory  upbringing  had  instilled,  and  felt  a  personal  loyalty 
to  the  Queen  which  merited  better  treatment  at  her  hands. 
But  he  alienated  her  not  only  by  his  views,  but  by  his  habit 
of  industriously  expounding  them  to  her  as  if  she  were  a 
public  meeting.  If  the  power  of  the  Crown  had  still  been  what 
it  was  at  the  beginning  of  the  century,  Gladstone  would  never 
again  have  been  in  office. 

Beaconsfield’s  loss  of  popularity  during  the  year  and  a 
half  that  intervened  between  ‘  Peace  with  Honour  ’  and  the 
General  Election  of  1880,  was  due  in  part  to  bad  times  at 
home,  including  the  agricultural  depression  which  at  length, 
in  an  age  too  late,  verified  his  ancient  prophecy  that  without 
Protection  British  agriculture  would  decline.1  People  grew 

1  See  p.  276,  above. 
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tired  of  his  spirited  foreign  and  Imperial  policy,  when  they 
found  themselves  involved  in  prolonged  operations  against 
the  Afghans  and  Zulus.  Yet  both  these  wars,  after  a  period 
of  reverses,  ended  successfully:  the  one  in  the  capture  of 
Cetewayo  and  the  break-up  of  the  Zulu  military  State  after  1879 
the  battle  of  Ulundi;  the  other,  thanks  to  the  marches  and 
victories  of  General  Roberts,  in  the  setting  up  of  a  friendly  igyg-gi 
Amir  in  Afghanistan,  pledged  not  to  listen  to  the  persuasions 
of  Russia. 

But  people  at  home  were  no  longer  in  a  mood  to  be  pleased. 

They  said  that  the  Afghan  war,  which  was  not  over  when 
Beaconsfield  fell,  would  never  have  been  necessary  if  his  treat¬ 
ment  of  Russia  in  the  Balkans  had  not  provoked  her  to  intrigue 
against  us  in  the  Middle  East.  It  is  probable  that,  in  spite  of 
the  rejoicings  in  London  over  ‘  Peace  with  Honour,’  Glad¬ 
stone’s  views  on  Turkey  had  made  a  more  lasting  impression 
in  the  provinces  than  many  politicians  knew. 

The  Liberals  were  at  this  time  ahead  of  their  rivals  in 
democratic  oratory  and  electoral  organisation.  Gladstone’s 
‘  pilgrimage  of  passion,’  known  as  the  Midlothian  campaign,  1879 
introduced  new  features  into  the  methods  of  political  propa¬ 
ganda.  The  Queen  was  shocked  that  a  man,  who  aspired  to 
be  for  a  second  time  her  Prime  Minister,  should  address 
crowds  from  the  window  of  a  railway  carriage  on  the  mys¬ 
teries  of  foreign  policy.  But  times  were  changing,  and  Glad¬ 
stone  with  them.  The  National  Liberal  Federation,  organised, 
partly  by  Joseph  Chamberlain  of  Birmingham,  on  a  basis  of 
democratic  local  Associations,  was  popularly  known  by  the 
American  word  ‘  caucus.’  It  gave  to  the  humbler  members  of 
the  party  up  and  down  the  provinces  more  control  over  the 
policy  of  the  chiefs  than  would  have  been  tolerated  twenty 
years  before,  when  the  country  was  still  ruled  from  Brooks’s 
Club.  The  ‘  caucus  ’  was  undoubtedly  a  step  away  from 
aristocracy — whether  most  in  the  direction  of  real  democracy 
or  most  in  the  direction  of  wire-pulling  was  a  matter  of  hot 
dispute. 

For  awhile  the  Conservatives  were  outdistanced  in  elec¬ 
toral  machinery  suited  to  the  enlarged  franchise.  The  ‘  Prim¬ 
rose  League  ’  was  still  a  few  years  in  the  future;  its  assiduous 
courting  of  the  democracy  by  the  upper  class  would  not  have 
suited  Conservatives  of  the  older  generation.  But  the  world 
was  gliding  forward  irresistibly  into  new  fashions  and  new 
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relationships  of  men  and  things.  The  Gladstonian  victory  at 
the  polls  in  the  spring  of  1880,  unexpected  by  the  prophets 
of  Pall  Mall,  did  not  lead  to  a  period  of  Liberal  legislation  and 
government  as  successful  as  that  of  Gladstone’s  earlier  Ministry, 
but  it  gave  a  great  impulse  to  the  democratising  of  political 
thought  and  method  in  all  parties.  Disraeli,  too,  had  played  his 
own  part  in  that  process.  A  year  later  he  died  in  retirement. 


CHAPTER  XXIV 

Gladstone’s  second  Ministry,  1880-5 — South  Africa — Egypt — County 

franchise — Ireland — The  Home  Rule  split,  1886. 

Gladstone’s  second  Ministry  was  less  successful  than  his 
first.  In  the  time  of  the  Franco-Prussian  War  and  the  Alabama 
claims,  the  negative  and  pacific  treatment  which  he  was  most 
inclined  to  give  to  foreign  and  Imperial  affairs  had  sufficed. 
In  his  second  Ministry  the  world  problems  of  a  new  age, 
beginning  with  South  Africa  and  Egypt,  dragged  him  un¬ 
willingly  into  a  new  set  of  questions  which  he  disliked  and  of 
which  therefore  he  was  not  the  master.  Only  in  Irish  affairs 
he  recognised  the  continuance  of  his  old  mission — ‘  to  pacify 
Ireland  ’ — and  sprang  at  it  with  all  his  old  eagerness  and 
power.  But  in  spite  of  his  new  Land  Act  (1881),  the  Irish 
question  proved  too  much  for  him,  too  much  for  the  Liberal 
party  and  too  much  for  the  British  nation ;  that  it  threatened  the 
whole  British  Empire  was  not  so  evident  in  those  days  as  now. 

The  difference  between  his  first  and  second  Ministry 
was  no  less  marked  in  domestic  affairs.  In  1868  he  had  been 
elected  to  carry  out  a  specific  and  consistent  programme  of 
reform,  on  the  general  principles  of  which  the  whole  party 
and  more  than  half  the  nation  were  agreed.  The  doctrine  of 
John  Stuart  Mill  was  to  be  put  upon  the  Statute  Book.  In 
1880,  on  the  other  hand,  Gladstone  came  into  office  pledged 
to  no  extensive  measures  at  home  except  county  franchise, 
an  important  completion  of  the  old  programme  of  Mill.  For 
the  rest,  no  one  had  worked  out  a  new  set  of  principles  to  meet 
the  needs  of  the  new  age.  It  had  sufficed  the  Liberals  at  elec¬ 
tion  time  to  denounce  Beaconsfield’s  conduct  of  foreign  affairs. 

The  victorious  party  was  not  a  tempered  weapon,  but  a 
bundle  of  interests  and  electoral  forces,  old  and  new.  While 
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Lord  Hartington  represented  a  Whig  tradition  already  on  the 
way  to  become  Conservative,  Joseph  Chamberlain  was  matur¬ 
ing  ‘  unauthorised- programmes  ’  of  Radical  taxation  to  hold 
capital  to  ‘  ransom,’  and  a  land  policy  for  the  benefit  of  the 
agricultural  labourer,  popularly  known  as  ‘  three  acres  and 
a  cow.’  Chamberlain’s  doctrine  forestalled  much  that  has 
since  happened  in  legislation  and  finance.  Unconsciously  he 
heralded  some  of  the  Socialistic  ideas  which  were  just  begin¬ 
ning,  after  a  long  interval,  to  re-emerge  in  the  British  Trade 
Union  world.  The  leaders  of  the  new  radicalism,  Chamberlain 
and  Sir  Charles  Dilke,  had  felt  the  breath  of  the  new  age  in 
regard  to  Imperial  and  Colonial  questions,  which  they  were 
not  content  to  leave  as  assets  to  the  new  Conservatism.  In  this 
they  differed  from  the  Nonconformist  old  guard,  still  headed 
by  John  Bright,  a  venerable  but  no  longer  active  figure. 

For  some  years,  the  Liberal  party  was  prevented  from 
dissolving  into  its  component  sections  by  the  authority  and 
prestige  of  Gladstone.  Yet  the  day  was  coming  when  he  should 
accomplish  the  almost  incredible  feat  of  driving  out  from  it 
Hartington,  Chamberlain  and  Bright  by  the  same  door. 

The  Conservative  Opposition  in  the  House  of  Commons 
was  officially  led  by  Sir  Stafford  Northcote,  but  without  enough 
energy  or  vindictiveness  to  please  four  guerrilla  warriors  below 
the  gangway,  humorously  styled  ‘  the  Fourth  Party.’  The 
foremost  of  the  group  was  Lord  Randolph  Churchill.  Though 
a  ‘  Tory  democrat,’  and  half  a  Radical  in  opinion,  he  was 
almost  as  much  opposed  to  Gladstone  in  temper  and  attitude  as 
Disraeli  himself.  A  touch  of  genius  enabled  him,  though  new 
and  untried,  to  provoke  the  great  man  with  impunity,  and  these 
gladiatorial  exhibitions  at  once  raised  him  to  the  front  rank  in 

Fourth  Party  made  its  fortune  out  of  the  Bradlaugh 
question :  was  the  atheist  member  for  Northampton,  who  had 
other  claims  to  disapproval  besides  his  theological  views,  to  be 
allowed  to  take  the  oath  of  allegiance,  the  religious  form  of 
which  could  have  no  meaning  to  him,  in  order  that  he  should 
sit  in  the  House  in  accordance  with  the  wishes  of  his  constitu¬ 
ents?  It  was  sport  to  plague  Gladstone  and  his  Nonconfor¬ 
mists  in  the  name  of  morality  and  religion.  This  question  was 
the  first  on  which  the  Liberal  party  was  divided.  The  most 
religious  men  in  the  House,  including  the  Prime  Minister, 
stood  up  for  religious  liberty,  but  were  voted  down  when  they 


politics. 

The 
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proposed  a  Bill  allowing  members  to  affirm  if  they  preferred 
not  to  swear.  After  years  of  controversy  and  scandal,  including 
a  struggle  on  the  premises  of  the  House  between  the  giant 
Bradlaugh  and  a  bevy  of  police,  the  question  was  settled  by  his 
admission  to  the  first  Parliament  of  1886,  and  two  years  later 
by  a  law  permitting  affirmation. 

If  the  Fourth  Party  brought  into  the  new  House  ‘  the  pert 
and  nimble  spirit  of  mirth,’  the  ‘  Third  Party  ’  of  sixty  Home 
Rulers,  led  by  the  stern  and  humourless  Parnell,  brought  with 
them  the  tragedy  of  Ireland.  It  was  their  plan  to  call  attention 
to  the  grievances  of  the  evicted  tenantry  by  impeding  the 
business  of  the  Imperial  Parliament.  Their  new  policy  of 
systematic  ‘  obstruction  ’  was  ere  long  countered  by  the  new 
rules  of  ‘  closure.’  But  the  first  sessions  of  the  Liberal  majority, 
so  triumphantly  returned  in  1880,  were  neither  dignified  nor 
pleasant. 

The  Beaconsfield  government,  in  its  last  three  years  of 
office,  had  dealt  with  a  serious  situation  in  South  Africa.  The 
Boer  farmers  who,  forty  years  before,  had  moved  off  into  the 
distant  interior  in  the  search  for  independence  and  isolation 
from  the  British,1  were  being  hard  pressed  by  the  Zulus,  and 
had  not  yet  been  able  to  consolidate  their  farming  households 
into  a  State  capable  of  defending  them  against  the  common 
enemy.  In  order  to  save  this  outpost  of  white  civilisation  in 
South  Africa,  Beaconsfield’s  government  crushed  the  Zulu 
military  power,2  having  previously  annexed  the  territory  of  the 
Transvaal  Boers,  while  respecting  the  independence  of  the  less 
distant,  but  more  organised  and  wealthy  Orange  Free  State. 

All  sections  of  the  English  Opposition  to  Disraeli,  includ¬ 
ing  both  Hartington  and  Gladstone,  had  denounced  this  ‘  for¬ 
ward  policy,’  and  their  speeches  against  the  annexation  had 
been  noted  by  the  Boers,  who  unfortunately  remembered  them 
better  than  the  speakers.  When  the  Liberals  came  into  office, 
they  decided  that  the  annexation  could  not  be  undone.  All 
might  yet  have  been  well  if  they  had  at  once  given  the  Trans¬ 
vaal  farmers  the  usual  privileges  of  self-government  within 
the  Empire,  which  had  been  repeatedly  promised  even  by  the 
Conservative  government.  But  for  six  months  Gladstone,  busy 
with  other  questions,  left  the  Transvaal;  Boers  to  the  un¬ 
sympathetic  rule  of  some  very  inferior  men  on  the  spot,  who 
1  See  pp.  256-257.  above  2  See  p.  381,  above. 
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misled  the  home  authorities  into  believing  that  all  was  well  and 
that  Transvaal  self-government  could  be  postponed  till  South 
African  confederation  had  been  arranged  at  Cape  Town. 

At  length  the  Boers  were  convinced  that  the  Liberal  party, 
in  spite  of  all  its  talk  at  election  time,  would  do  nothing  for 
them.  Despairing  of  a  peaceful  remedy,  they  rose  in  arms  in 
December  1880,  and  two  months  later  defeated  a  small  British 
force  on  the  boundaries  of  Natal,  by  storming  the  steep  sides 
of  Majuba  Hill.1 

Ministers  awoke  with  a  shock  to  the  serious  nature  of  the 
situation  which  their  neglect  had  created.  Rather  than  con¬ 
tinue  the  war  which  they  now  feared  would  extend  into  a  race 
struggle  all  over  the  sub-continent,  they  granted  independence 
to  the  Transvaal  under  the  Queen’s  suzerainty.  Three  years 
later  this  convention  was  renewed  without  an  express  statement 
of  suzerainty,  but  subject  to  the  condition  that  the  Transvaal 
Republic  would  make  no  treaty  without  the  consent  of  Britain, 
except  with  the  Orange  Free  State. 

If  indeed  concession  following  defeat  in  the  field  was  the 
less  of  two  evils,  as  the  Cabinet  believed,  it  was  none  the  less 
fraught  with  future  mischief.  It  embittered  the  feeling  of  the 
British  all  over  South  Africa,  and  it  gave  the  Boers  the  idea  they 
were  the  better  men  and  could  do  what  they  liked.  Gladstone, 
after  Majuba,  had  been  forced  to  choose  between  two  very  dan¬ 
gerous  policies,  and  all  because  he  had  not  been  at  the  pains, 
in  dealing  with  a  few  thousand  farmers  in  a  remote  corner  of 
the  Empire,  to  establish  some  relation  between  his  action  in 
office  and  the  expectations  that  he  and  his  colleagues  had  raised 
when  in  Opposition. 


Disraeli,  in  the  interest  of  our  Indian  Empire  and  trade, 
had  purchased  for  us  the  Khedive’s  very  large  holding  in  the 
Suez  Canal  shares  and  thus  acquired  an  interest  in  its  manage¬ 
ment.  This  was  the  first  step  towards  British  control  of  Egypt. 
Gladstone  had  disapproved  of  that  first  step,  but  he  himself 
was  destined  to  move  forward  to  the  end  of  the  passage.  He 
had  been  sincere  when  in  his  Midlothian  orations  he  denounced 
Beaconsfield’s  ideas  of  Imperial  expansion,  and  demanded  a 
reversal  of  general  policy.  But  Imperial  policy,  though  it  may 
be  diverted  into  new  directions,  is  not  so  easily  reversed  when 
it  is  borne  forward  on  the  prevailing  current  of  the  energies 


1  See  Map,  p.  413,  below. 
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of  an  adventurous  race.  Maugre  his  Midlothian  doctrine, 
Gladstone  himself  was  to  effect  the  occupation  of  Egypt.  The 
spirit  of  the  age  and  the  exigencies  of  the  local  situation  were 
to  carry  him  whither  he  would  not. 

Egypt,  nominally  subject  to  the  Sultan  of  Turkey,  was 
actually  ruled  by  a  Khedive  with  but  little  interference  from 
Constantinople.  But  the  land  was  deeply  in  debt  to  foreign 
bond-holders,  and  was  in  a  state  of  partial  subjection  to  a 
number  of  European  nations  and  interests.  In  1 88 1  the  native 
army  mutinied  under  one  of  its  colonels,  Arabi  Pasha.  Military 
grievances  and  ambitions  were  on  the  surface  of  the  revolt,  but 
underneath  it  was  an  Egyptian  nationalist  movement,  Mahom- 
medan  in  sentiment,  but  hostile  to  the  Turk  as  a  foreigner, 
to  Christians,  native  or  European,  and  to  the  foreign  bond¬ 
holders,  officials  and  financiers.  In  the  course  of  the  ensuing 
June  revolution,  which  was  none  too  wisely  handled  by  the  Powers, 
1882  the  mob  got  out  of  hand  and  massacred  fifty  Europeans. 

Who  could  deal  with  the  situation  ?  The  Sultan  of  Turkey 
refused.  And,  strange  to  relate,  France  who  had  hitherto  ex¬ 
erted  a  greater  influence  than  any  other  nation  in  the  internal 
development  of  Egypt  and  had,  since  Arabi’s  rising,  drawn 
England  into  a  joint  interference,  drew  back  at  the  critical 
moment,  because  her  Imperialist  statesman,  Gambetta,  had 
fallen  from  office.  No  other  Power  would  take  up  the  challenge 
that  Arabi  had  thrown  down  to  Europe.  Yet  if  Egypt  were 
allowed  to  remain  the  prey  of  anarchy,  the  Suez  Canal  might 
be  blocked  and  European  interference  would  sooner  or  later 
be  necessary.  Would  England  then  willingly  see  some  rival 
Power  established  in  the  land  which  was  the  true  meeting 
point  of  Africa,  Asia  and  Europe?  Gladstone  unwillingly 
agreed  with  the  majority  of  his  colleagues  that  it  was  England’s 
task  to  save  Egypt  and  to  put  her  once  more  on  her  feet.  If  he 
had  foreseen  that  the  overthrow  of  Arabi  would  be  the  begin¬ 
ning,  not  the  end  of  that  task,  he  might  have  hesitated  longer. 
But  he  hoped  to  come  out  of  Egypt  as  easily  as  he  went  in. 
July  The  bombardment  of  the  forts  of  Alexandria  by  the  British 
1882  fleet,  which  caused  the  resignation  of  Bright  alone  from  the 
Cabinet,  was  followed  by  the  landing  of  a  British  army  under 
Sept.  Sir  Garnet  Wolseley,  who  destroyed  Arabi’s  army  by  storming 
1882  his  camp  in  the  desert  at  Tel-el-Kebir. 

The  settlement  of  Egypt  was  a  longer  and  more  difficult 
work  than  Gladstone  or  his  colleagues  had  foreseen,  but  they 
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chose  the  right  man  to  do  it.  Sir  Evelyn  Baring,  best  known 
by  his  later  title  of  Lord  Cromer,  had  served  his  apprentice¬ 
ship  in  Egyptian  finance  in  Disraeli’s  time.  In  September 
1 883  he  was  sent  back  to  Egypt  as  British  Agent  and  Consul- 
General.  Working  through  the  Khedive,  he  became  in  effect 
the  Governor  and  transformer  of  Egypt. 

Cromer’s  work  was  carried  out  under  strange  and  difficult 
conditions,  for  England  had  no  Protectorate  or  any  defined 
position  of  authority.  Nominally  our  troops  were  in  Egypt  as 
‘  simple  visitors,’  and  the  policy  that  Cromer  urged  upon  the 
Khedive  was,  technically,  mere  ‘  advice,’  but  it  was  advice  to 
which  he  had  to  listen,  for  his  throne  depended  on  our  support. 
On  the  other  hand,  his  own  power  and  ours  with  it  were  hedged 
round  on  all  sides  by  the  rights  not  only  of  the  Sultan  but  of 
fourteen  Christian  States  who  possessed  extraordinary  privi¬ 
leges  in  Egypt  under  the  ‘  Capitulations.’  Many  reforms  of 
administration  and  justice  could  only  be  carried  out  with  the 
consent  of  every  one  of  these  Powers. 

The  chief  of  the  States  concerned  was  France,  and  she  was 
by  far  the  most  unfriendly.  She  remained,  until  the  end  of 
the  century,  hostile  to  our  work  and  influence,  often  standing 
in  the  way  of  Egyptian  reform  except  in  return  for  value 
received.  For  although  France  had  voluntarily  retired  at  the 
critical  moment  in  1882,  she  did  not  like  to  see  us  filling  the 
vacancy  created  by  her  own  refusal  to  act.  Her  attitude  was 
very  human  and  highly  inconvenient. 

Yet  Cromer  performed,  even  in  these  circumstances,  the 
Herculean  labour  of  restoring  Egyptian  finance  and  building 
up  the  ancient  prosperity  of  the  land  of  the  Nile.  He  reno¬ 
vated  and  modernised  the  system  of  irrigation  on  which  its 
welfare  depends.  And  he  gave  security  to  the  peasant  from  the 
crushing  exactions  and  constant  injustice  which  had  been  his 
lot  for  immemorial  ages. 

A  necessary  condition  of  Cromer’s  achievement  was  his 
tenure  of  power  for  twenty  years  or  more,  because  Egyptian 
finance,  the  key  to  all  other  Egyptian  reform,  had  no  chance 
of  recovery  except  by  a  long  course  of  retrenchment  in  every¬ 
thing  except  productive  expenditure.  For  this  reason  Baring’s 
first  object  in  1883  was  to  withdraw  the  inefficient  Egyptian 
garrisons  from  the  Soudan,  where  they  were  isolated  many 
hundreds  of  miles  to  the  south  and  quite  unable  to  hold  their 
own  against  the  barbarian  hordes  of  the  Upper  Nile.  Baring 
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knew  that  the  Soudan  could  only  be  conquered  and  held  when 
Egyptian  finances  and  the  Egyptian  army  had  been  re-made 
from  top  to  bottom.  The  conquest  of  the  Soudan  was  necessary 
in  the  long  run  to  the  peace  of  Egypt,  as  the  conquest  of  the 
Highlands  had  been  necessary  to  the  peace  of  Lowland  Scot¬ 
land.  But  there  is  a  time  for  everything. 

The  task  of  the  moment  being  to  get  the  troops  out  of  the 
Soudan,  Baring  was  none  too  well  pleased  when  the  home 
government  chose  General  Gordon  for  this  delicate  task.  The 
selection  had  been  made  in  a  manner  characteristic  of  the 
new  age,  as  a  result  of  a  newspaper  campaign  conducted  by 
Mr.  Stead,  one  of  the  founders  of  sensational  journalism.  If 
the  enterprise  in  view  had  been  a  desperate  attempt  to  conquer 
the  Soudan  with  an  inadequate  force,  no  one  could  have  been 
better  chosen  than  the  knight-errant  of  genius,  the  magnetic 
and  mystical  ‘  Bible  Englishman  ’  who,  with  his  walking-stick, 
had  turned  the  fate  of  a  civil  war  in  China  and  who  knew  the 
Soudan  well.  But  to  obey  orders,  especially  orders  to  retreat, 
was  beyond  Charles  Gordon’s  capacity,  as  Baring  suspected. 
Unfortunately  Gladstone  did  not. 

Gordon  went  to  Khartoum  and,  as  might  have  been  fore¬ 
seen,  stayed  there  attempting  to  reverse  the  policy  he  had 
been  commissioned  to  carry  out.  He  asked  for  reinforcements 
to  *  smash  the  Mahdi,’  the  new  religious  leader  whose  rule  in 
the  Soudan  meant  fanaticism,  savagery  and  the  slave-trade. 
Hartington  was  ‘  utterly  bewildered  ’  by  Gordon’s  telegrams. 
Gladstone  was  angry  with  him  and  with  himself  for  sending 
him.  He  was  gradually  cut  off  and  besieged  in  Khartoum  by 
the  gathering  hosts  of  the  Mahdi.  The  situation  in  all  its 
aspects  was  highly  complicated  and  uncertain,  and  there  was 
great  variety  of  expert  opinion  as  to  the  real  position  in  the 
Soudan.  But  the  upshot  of  it  all  was  that  the  Government 
failed  to  send  the  relieving  expedition  under  Lord  Wolseley 
until  just  too  late.  As  they  struggled  up  the  last  stages  of  the 
Jan.  difficult  river  journey,  a  thousand  miles  from  Cairo,  Khartoum 
1885  was  stormed  and  Gordon  killed. 

To  Egypt  the  event  made,  perhaps,  little  difference.  Even 
if  Gordon  had  been  rescued,  the  conquest  of  the  Soudan  must 
have  been  postponed;  and  it  was  all  accomplished  in  good 
time.  But  to  England  the  difference  was  immense.  Gladstone’s 
prestige  never  fully  recovered  from  the  blow.  Coming  on  the 
top  of  Majuba,  Khartoum  created  the  impression  that  British 
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honour  and  interests  were  not  safe  in  his  hands,  and  the  Home 
Rule  policy  which  he  soon  afterwards  adopted  was  heavily 
handicapped  in  advance.  The  conscious  Imperialism  of  the 
national  sentiment  in  the  following  generation  received  an 
impulse  from  the  fate  of  Gordon.  An  idealist,  a  soldier  and  a 
Christian  hero,  he  supplied  to  the  popular  imagination  what¬ 
ever  was  lacking  in  Disraeli  as  the  patron  saint  of  the  new 
religion  of  Empire 

Only  a  few  weeks  before  the  tragedy  at  Khartoum,  the 
Ministry  had  accomplished  its  greatest  work  and  won  its  most 
popular  triumph  by  passing  the  third  Reform  Bill.  This 
measure  extended  to  householders  in  the  counties  the  fran¬ 
chise  granted  to  householders  in  the  boroughs  in  1867.  Since 
that  date  the  need  for  including  the  inhabitants  of  the  counties 
in  the  scheme  of  citizenship  had  been  kept  before  Parliament 
and  country  by  Mr.  G.  O.  Trevelyan.  The  Bill  now  introduced 
by  Gladstone  added  more  electors  to  the  constituencies  than 
the  two  earlier  Reform  Bills  put  together.  It  gave  the  vote  not 
only  to  rustics  but  to  large  numbers  of  industrial  hands,  par¬ 
ticularly  miners,  who  had  been  hitherto  disfranchised  by  the 
accident  of  living  outside  a  parliamentary  borough. 

But  the  new  fact  in  English  life  was  the  enfranchisement 
of  the  field  labourer.  For  the  first  time  since  the  peasants’ 
risings  against  enclosures  under  the  Tudor  kings,  he  became 
a  person  with  whom  the  great  ones  of  the  land  must  reckon. 
The  failure  of  Joseph  Arch’s  recent  attempt  had  shown  that 
the  farm  hands  were  in  no  position  to  organise  Trade  Elnions. 
Until  they  obtained  the  vote,  all  that  they  could  do,  if  they 
were  sufficiently  discontented  with  their  lot,  was  to  leave  the 
countryside;  and  in  fact  they  were  leaving  it  fast.  It  might 
be  argued  that,  from  the  point  of  view  of  the  just  balance 
of  classes,  they  were  even  more  in  need  of  the  vote  than  the 
better  organised  town  workmen.  But  strength  is  added  to 
the  strong,  and  the  agricultural  labourer  might  never  have 
obtained  the  vote  but  for  the  political  action  of  the  industrial 
community  in  the  matter.  So  too,  in  the  rural  economic  field, 
the  liberation  movement,  having  failed  as  a  native  product  of 
the  agricultural  world,  revived  in  the  villages  as  an  offshoot  of 
industrial  democracy,  with  the  disadvantage  that  town  Radicals 
and  journalists  too  often  knew  little  about  the  farm  life  and 
agricultural  conditions  which  they  desired  to  reform. 
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As  an  outcome  of  the  new  social  spirit  spreading  from  the 
industrial  community  to  the  village,  of  which  Chamberlain’s 
friend,  Jesse  Codings,  was  a  missionary,  and  as  a  consequence 
of  the  county  franchise,  the  status  of  the  field  labourer  began, 
in  the  last  fifteen  years  of  the  century,  to  receive  more  attention 
from  above.  A  new  habit  of  mind  was  engendered  in  many 
landlords  who  had  previously,  as  a  class,  shown  more  con¬ 
sideration  in  dealing  with  their  farmers  than  in  thinking  about 
those  whom  the  farmers  employed.  The  movement  for  provid¬ 
ing  allotments  and  small  holdings  to  the  landless  agricultural 
labourer  gradually  grew  up,  and  between  the  third  Reform 
Bill  and  our  own  day  slowly  realised  most  of  what  was  prac¬ 
ticable  in  the  policy  of  ‘  three  acres  and  a  cow.’  The  move¬ 
ment  was  much  helped  by  the  fact  that,  owing  to  the  increased 
importation  from  America,  corn  growing  became  relatively 
less  profitable,  while  the  forms  of  agricultural  production  less 
touched  by  foreign  competition  happened  to  be  those  more 
suited  than  corn  to  smaller  holdings.  Big  farms  had,  indeed, 
become  the  permanent  basis  of  British  agriculture.  But,  after 
several  generations  of  trial,  the  experiment  of  cultivating  the 
big  farms  by  labourers  without  land  or  independence,  had  fairly 
broken  down. 

The  terrible  problem  of  rural  housing  also  received  more 
attention  both  from  the  landlords  and  the  public.  This  change 
of  attitude  to  the  field  labourer  wras  partly  due  to  the  discovery 
that  they  were  rapidly  disappearing  into  the  towns,  and  that 
something  must  be  done  to  keep  what  was  still  left  of  them. 
But  the  need  to  consult  them  at  election  time  was  no  less 
stimulating  to  this  new  sympathy,  although  there  was  also  a 
considerable  amount  of  intimidation  at  rural  elections. 

Another  result  of  the  parliamentary  enfranchisement  of  the 
1888  village  democracy  was  that  three  years  later  Lord  Salisbury’s 
Ministry  established  County  Councils,  substituting  local  re¬ 
presentative  institutions  for  the  administration  of  rural  affairs 
by  nominated  magistrates.1  This  belated  change  took  place 
fifty-three  years  after  the  Municipal  Reform  Act  had  given 
self-government  to  the  towns.  The  establishment  of  Urban 
and  Rural  District  Councils  and  Parish  Councils  by  the 
Liberal  Government  in  1894,  completed  the  framework  of 
representative  local  government. 

1  The  J ustices  of  the  Peace  retained,  however,  their  j  udicial  powers  and 
the  licensing  of  public-houses. 
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The  third  Reform  Bill,  from  which  so  many  changes  July 
ultimately  flowed,  had  passed  the  Commons  with  little  oppo-  laa4 
sition.  But  the  Lords,  while  not  venturing  openly  to  oppose 
it  on  principle,  held  it  up  until  a  Bill  to  redistribute  the  seats 
should  first  be  passed.  A  popular  agitation  against  hereditary 
legislators  arose  in  the  country,  in  the  course  of  which  Bright 
made  proposals  for  a  limitation  of  the  Lords’  veto  on  which 
the  Parliament  Act  of  1911  was  long  afterwards  based.  But 
Gladstone,  who  was  by  no  means  the  perfect  demagogue  that 
he  was  sometimes  represented,  laboured  to  avoid  a  conflict 
between  the  Houses,  and  the  Queen  exerted  her  influence  on 
the  side  of  peace.  Gladstone  and  Salisbury,  in  a  series  of 
personal  conferences,  arrived  at  a  compromise  by  which  the  Nov. 
Franchise  Bill  and  a  scheme  of  Redistribution  were  passed  as  1884 
agreed  measures.  It  is  remarkable  that  this  successful  con¬ 
ference  between  party  leaders  did  not  become  a  precedent  in 
constitutional  custom,  although  the  expedient  was  attempted 
on  the  grand  scale  in  1910,  in  vain. 

The  third  Reform  Bill  and  the  contest  with  the  Lords 
had,  for  the  time,  repaired  the  popularity  of  the  Liberal 
government.  But  the  fall  of  Khartoum  immediately  followed,  Jan. 
giving  the  death-blow  to  its  real  power.  For  some  months  it  1885 
staggered  on,  and  at  length  resigned,  after  an  unsuccessful  June 
division  in  the  summer.  Among  the  minor  measures  which  1885 
stand  to  its  credit  were  compulsory  education  for  all  children, 
a  supplement  to  the  Act  of  1870;  an  Employers’  Liability 
Bill ;  and  the  right  conceded  to  tenant-farmers  to  kill  the  hares 
and  rabbits  on  their  farms.  During  his  last  months  of  office 
Gladstone  had,  at  the  risk  of  war,  carried  on  an  effectual 
resistance  to  Russian  encroachment  in  Afghanistan. 

When  the  Liberals  resigned,  Lord  Salisbury  took  office 
until  the  General  Election  in  the  winter.1  In  order  to  under¬ 
stand  that  election  and  its  consequences,  it  is  necessary  to 
revert  to  the  history  of  Ireland. 

Gladstone’s  disestablishment  of  the  Irish  Church  and  1869 
first  Land  Act  had  not,  as  he  hoped,  ‘  pacified  Ireland.’  But  1870 
they  had  been  steps  in  that  direction.  During  the  ’seventies, 
Fenianism  was  less  active  and  a  constitutional  agitation  grew 

1  It  was  during  this  brief  tenure  of  office  in  1885  that  Salisbury  reversed 
an  important  part  of  the  Near  Eastern  policy  which  Beaconsfield  and 
he  had  formerly  pursued.  He  supported,  against  Turkey,  the  Bulgarian 
national  aspirations  for  union  of  the  two  Bulgarias.  (See  p.  379,  above.) 
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up  to  demand  an  Irish  Parliament.  In  1873  the  ‘  Home  Rule 
League  ’  was  formed  by  Isaac  Butt,  who  chose  the  name  Home 
Rule  in  order  to  avoid  in  English  minds  the  associations 
connected  with  O’Connell’s  ‘  Repeal,’  of  which  the  new  move¬ 
ment  was  a  revival  under  changed  conditions.  Isaac  Butt  was 
a  man  of  very  moderate  temper,  more  liked  than  feared  in  the 
British  House  of  Commons.  He  hoped  to  persuade  the  English 
people  and  their  leaders  by  a  sympathetic  presentation  of  what 
he  regarded  as  a  reasonable  case.  He  failed  completely,  and 
the  Fenians  would  soon  have  become  impatient  and  again 
active  had  not  the  effective  leadership  at  Westminster  passed, 
in  the  last  years  of  Beaconsfield’s  Parliament,  into  the  hands 
of  a  new  member,  Charles  Stewart  Parnell. 

1867  Indignation  at  the  hanging  of  the  ‘  Manchester  martyrs  ’ 
had  first  aroused  Parnell’s  strange  and  solitary  mind  to  take  an 
interest  in  his  country.  His  powerful  but  almost  uneducated 1 
intellect  had  been  suddenly  fired  by  a  single  idea  that  ‘  filled 
the  fine,  empty  sheath  of  a  man.’  But  he  did  not  go  into  public 
life  for  another  half-dozen  years,  nor  enter  Parliament  till 
1875. 

A  Protestant  and  a  landlord,  Parnell  became  in  a  few 
years  the  leader  of  the  Catholic  tenantry,  by  right  of  his  genius 
for  tactics,  his  ruthless  contempt  for  all  the  English  held 
sacred  in  Parliament  or  out  of  it,  and  his  silent  force  of  char¬ 
acter  dominating  an  eloquent  and  emotional  race.  After  Butt’s 
death  he  was  elected  official  chief  of  the  Home  Rule  party  in 
the  new  Parliament  of  1880,  in  which  he  soon  made  his  policy 
of  obstruction  the  principal  fact. 

The  Land  League  had  been  founded  in  1879  to  fight  out 
the  agrarian  question  against  the  landlords  with  the  law  and 
Government  behind  them.  Parnell  was  in  close  touch  with  it, 
and  worked  to  induce  the  Fenians  of  Ireland  and  America  to 
abandon  their  old  programme  of  Republicanism  and  promis¬ 
cuous  violence,  in  favour  of  the  new  and  more  practical  pro¬ 
gramme  of  the  Land  League  and  of  the  Home  Rule  party.  For 
in  Parnell’s  mind  Home  Rule  and  the  agrarian  questions  went 
together.  Gladstone’s  Land  Act  of  1870  had  not  given  fair 

1  His  residence  at  Magdalene  College,  Cambridge,  had  taught  him  little 
except  to  dislike  the  English  more  than  ever.  Nor  was  his  Irish  patriotism 
based  on  a  study  of  history  or  literature.  One  day  in  1889,  when  Mr.  Glad¬ 
stone  was  talking  to  him  about  the  ‘  41  ’  in  Ireland,  it  was  clear  to  the  on¬ 
lookers  that  Parnell  neither  knew  nor  cared  to  what  century  his  learned 
ally  was  referring. 
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rents  or  security  of  tenure,1  and  his  Bill  of  1880  for  compen¬ 
sating  evicted  tenants  under  certain  conditions  was  thrown  out 
by  an  immense  fhajority  in  the  House  of  Lords.  That  year 
ten  thousand  persons  were  evicted.  In  reply,  two  thousand 
five  hundred  agrarian  outrages  were  committed,  while  the 
institution  of  the  ‘  boycott,’  called  after  Captain  Boycott,  one 
of  its  early  victims,  made  life  unendurable  to  agents  and 
abettors  of  unpopular  acts.  By  the  same  means  discipline 
was  maintained  among  the  peasants  themselves. 

Such  was  the  policy  of  Parnell  and  the  Land  League.  It 
was  no  longer  spasmodic  acts  of  revenge,  but  systematic 
terrorism  to  break  the  land  system  from  off  the  neck  of  the 
people.  Gladstone  struck  both  at  the  terrorism  and  the  unjust 
laws.  On  the  one  hand,  a  Coercion  Bill  enabled  the  Govern¬ 
ment  to  imprison  whom  it  liked  for  as  long  as  it  liked.  On  the 
other  hand,  his  great  Land  Act  of  1881  aimed  at  securing  to 
the  Irish  tenants,  in  spite  of  all  English  theories  of  ‘  free  con¬ 
tract,’  the  famous  ‘  three  F.s  ’ — Fair  Rents  to  be  settled  by  a 
Tribunal;  Fixity  of  Tenure  for  all  who  paid  their  rents;  and 
Free  Sale  or  the  right  of  the  tenant  to  part  with  his  interest. 
Opinion  in  England  and  Ireland  was  not  yet  ready  for  land 
purchase  on  a  great  scale.  But  the  fixing  of  rents  by  a  State 
tribunal  went  a  long  way  towards  effecting  that  agrarian  trans¬ 
formation  which  the  two  English  parties  were  destined  be¬ 
tween  them  to  accomplish  for  Ireland.  The  same  principles — 
fixity  of  tenure,  and  fair  rents  adjudicated  by  a  Commission, 
— afterwards  solved  the  vexed  ‘  crofter  ’  question  in  the  High¬ 
lands  of  Scotland,  where  a  very  similar  agrarian  problem  was 
not  complicated  by  religious  and  racial  feuds.2  After  the  Irish 
Land  Act  of  1881,  it  already  seemed  as  if  an  age  had  passed 
since  the  Lords  had  thrown  out  the  mild  Compensation  for 
Disturbance  Bill  of  the  year  before. 

It  was  not  Parnell’s  cue  to  show  gratitude,  and  Ministers 
presently  locked  him  up  under  their  Coercion  Act.  He  warned 
them  that  if  they  removed  him  from  the  scene  they  would  be 
leaving  ‘  Captain  Moonlight  ’  in  charge.  And  indeed,  when 
Parnell’s  relatively  restraining  influence  was  gone,  agrarian 
outrage  was  worse  than  ever  and  political  assassination  began 
to  be  plotted  again.  But  W.  E.  Forster,  Chief  Secretary  for 
Ireland,  believed  that  all  the  trouble  arose  from  a  few  ‘  village 
ruffians,’  whom  he  could  lay  by  the  heels  if  he  was  given  time. 

1  See  p.  352,  above.  a  G.  O.  Trevelyan’s  Crofters  Act,  1886. 
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Unfortunately  the  statistics  of  agrarian  crime  grew  worse 
instead  of  better  under  coercion.  Chamberlain,  as  the  leader 
of  Radicalism  in  the  Cabinet,  and  John  Morley  now  transfer¬ 
ring  to  political  journalism  a  reputation  won  as  an  historical 
and  literary  critic,  both  attacked  Forster’s  policy.  At  heart 
Gladstone  had  always  disliked  it  and  experience  confirmed  his 
doubts.  In  1882  he  threw  over  his  Chief  Secretary  and  made, 
through  the  agency  of  Chamberlain,  the  famous  ‘  Kilmainham 
May  Treaty  ’  with  Parnell,  by  which  the  Nationalist  Chief  was  let 
1882  out  of  prison  to  recover  his  own  authority,  restrain  the  outrages 
and  give  the  Land  Act  a  chance.  Forster  and  the  Viceroy, 
Lord  Cowper,  resigned. 

For  two  days  after  Parnell’s  release  from  prison,  it  seemed 
as  if  the  bitterness  dividing  the  British  and  the  Irish  peoples 
would  at  last  begin  to  be  assuaged.  Forster’s  successor,  Lord 
Frederick  Cavendish,  was  sent  over  as  the  harbinger  of  peace, 
the  personal  representative  of  Gladstone’s  good  will,  himself 
a  noble  warrant  of  England’s  desire  for  new  and  better  things. 

May  6,  He  was  murdered  within  a  few  hours  of  landing  in  Ireland. 
1882  ]yjr>  Burke,  the  Under-Secretary,  with  whom  he  was  walking 
in  the  Phoenix  Park,  was  the  object  of  the  attack  in  which 
Lord  Frederick’s  chivalrous  defence  of  his  companion  involved 
him.  It  was  an  event  as  fatal  to  Ireland  as  the  recall  of  Lord 
Fitzwilliam  in  1795,1  and  this  time  no  one  could  impute  the 
fault  to  England  or  England’s  Ministers. 

Neither  did  the  fault  lie  with  Parnell  or  with  the  Irish 
people  as  a  whole,  who  were  horror-struck  at  the  news.  The 
‘  Invincibles  ’  were  a  small  murder  club  adverse  to  Parnell’s 
policy,  which,  indeed,  had  never  received  so  hard  a  blow  as 
they  dealt  it  that  day.  Lord  Frederick,  though  a  very  different 
man  from  General  Gordon,  was  no  less  calculated  to  arouse  the 
affection  and  passionate  regret  of  the  English  people.  And 
such  was  his  personal  influence  over  Gladstone  and  his  strong 
good  sense  that  it  is  quite  likely  that,  if  he  had  lived,  the  break¬ 
up  of  the  Liberal  party  in  1886  would  never  have  taken  place. 
The  memory  of  his  murder  became  one  of  the  chief  difficulties 
in  the  way  of  Gladstone  when  he  tried  to  persuade  the  English 
to  trust  the  Irish  with  self-government. 

During  the  three  difficult  and  dangerous  years  intervening 
between  the  Phoenix  Park  murders  and  the  election  of  1885, 
Lord  Spencer  as  Viceroy  governed  with  strength  and  justice, 

1  See  pp.  101-102,  above. 
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holding  the  scales  even  between  Nationalist  and  Orangeman, 
and  preventing  any  disaster  from  happening  in  Ireland,  al¬ 
though  dynamite  Outrages  in  London  by  Irish-Americans 
further  incensed  British  opinion  against  the  Irish  cause.  Par¬ 
nell  was  not  very  active  during  this  period,  and  did  nothing  to 
make  the  situation  worse  than  it  necessarily  became  after  the 
Phoenix  Park  murders.  He  was  biding  his  time. 

During  Salisbury’s  brief  Ministry  in  the  last  six  months 
of  1885,  the  Conservatives  appeared  to  be  seeking  the  Irish 
Alliance.  They  eschewed  coercion,  and  Parnell  came  away 
from  an  interview  with  Lord  Carnarvon,  the  Conservative 
Viceroy  of  Ireland,  persuaded  that  he  and  his  colleagues  in¬ 
tended  to  grant  some  kind  of  self-government.  Parnell  had 
deceived  himself.  Lord  Carnarvon  was  much  more  advanced 
than  his  colleagues  or  his  party.  But  the  fact  that  they  had 
sent  him  to  govern  Ireland  led  not  unnaturally  to  a  wrong 
inference  by  Parnell,  who  therefore  held  out  for  higher  terms 
from  Gladstone,  and  threw  the  weight  of  the  Irish  vote  on  to 
the  Conservative  side  at  the  General  Election  that  winter. 

At  the  polling,  the  Liberal  party  did  badly  in  the  towns 
but  was  saved  by  the  county  voters,  grateful  for  the  new 
franchise  and  hoping  that  attention  would  at  last  be  paid  to 
the  grievances  of  the  agricultural  labourer.  The  net  result  was 
that  the  Liberals  outnumbered  the  Conservatives  by  more 
than  eighty,  but  the  Conservatives  and  Home  Rulers  together 
outnumbered  the  Liberals  by  four.  It  would  therefore  be 
useless  for  anyone  to  form  an  administration  without  coming 
to  terms  with  Parnell.  This  man,  who  a  dozen  years  before 
had  been  a  Wicklow  country  gentleman,  moody  and  reserved, 
known  outside  his  own  family  chiefly  as  a  cricketer,  had  be¬ 
come  the  touchstone  of  the  whole  British  Empire  and  the 
arbiter  of  fate  to  its  Ministers.  Such  control  over  the  Parlia¬ 
ment  at  Westminster  was  to  all  appearance  the  summit  of 
good  fortune  for  the  Irish  cause.  Actually  it  led  to  disaster. 
When  Gladstone  had  asked  the  electors  for  a  majority  over 
Conservatives  and  Home  Rulers  together,  so  that  he  could 
settle  the  Irish  question  without  Irish  dictation,  he  had  not 
been  far  wrong.  But  he  had  asked  in  vain. 

For  a  week  or  two  after  the  result  of  the  elections  be¬ 
came  known,  Gladstone  hoped  that  the  existing  Conservative 
Government  would  take  up  the  Carnarvon  policy  and  pass 
some  kind  of  Home  Rule;  in  that  case  he  was  prepared  to 


Nov.' 

Dec. 

1885 


396  HOME  RULE 

support  the  Ministry  till  the  deed  was  done.  But  it  soon 
appeared  that  the  Conservatives  had  no  such  intention.  Then 
the  Liberal  chief  thought  that  he  had  no  alternative  but  to  ally 
himself  to  Parnell,  turn  out  the  Government  and  prepare  to 
deal  with  the  Irish  question  himself. 

Gladstone,  now  a  third  time  Prime  Minister,  had  been 
impressed  by  the  great  size  of  the  majorities  for  Home  Rule 
in  the  Irish  elections  under  the  new  franchise.  The  eighty-five 
Parnellite  members  represented  the  ‘  self-determination,’  as 
we  should  now  call  it,  of  Catholic  Ireland.  No  electoral  result 
had  ever  more  clearly  proclaimed  the  will  of  a  people.  Glad¬ 
stone,  like  various  other  statesmen  of  both  parties,  had  for 
some  time  been  turning  over  in  his  mind  the  pros  and  cons  of  a 
Home  Rule  policy,  and  now  the  moment  for  it  seemed  to  him 
to  have  come.  He  would,  at  one  stroke,  secure  power  to  govern 
the  Empire  in  the  only  way  open  to  any  statesman  without 
another  General  Election,  and  set  up  popular  government  in 
Ireland  under  the  firm  rule  of  Parnell,  who  would  restrain  his 
emotional  compatriots,  preserve  order  and  secure  a  good  start 
for  the  great  experiment. 

He  overlooked  Protestant  Ulster,  for  which  he  provided 
no  separate  status  in  his  Bill.  And  he  succeeded  in  losing  not 
only  Hartington  and  the  more  Conservative  Whigs,  and  Bright 
the  old  Radical  leader,  but  Chamberlain  who  stood  for  the 
Radicalism  of  the  coming  age.  His  neglect  of  Ulster  and  his 
handling  of  his  party  and  colleagues  were  fatal  both  to  Home 
Rule  and  to  the  Liberal  cause.  Old  age  had  had  upon  him  a 
strange  effect.  It  left  his  gifts  and  energies  as  wonderful  as 
ever  and  his  mind  no  less  open  to  new  ideas,  but  it  diminished 
his  tact  and  prudence. 

Yet  the  difficulties  of  the  task  he  had  undertaken  were  in 
any  case  immense.  It  might  have  passed  the  wit  of  the  most 
prudent  statesman  in  the  world  to  construct  a  measure  to 
which  Ulster  would  submit,  which  Chamberlain  would  sup¬ 
port,  and  yet  which  Parnell  would  accept. 

The  Home  Rule  Bill,  coupled  with  a  scheme  for  Land 
Purchase,  was  introduced  into  the  Commons  by  Gladstone  on 
April  8,  1886,  and  was  thrown  out  two  months  later,  on  second 
reading,  by  the  action  of  the  Liberal  dissentients.  Then  came 
the  choice  between  dissolution  or  resignation.  To  resign  meant 
postponement,  a  waiting  on  time  and  events,  an  attempt  at 
reconciliation  within  the  Liberal  party  before  it  was  too  late. 
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To  dissolve  would  force  the  Liberal  Unionists  to  fight  their 
old  friends  and  to  be  returned  by  Conservative  votes.  Glad¬ 
stone,  worked  up  to  a  fervour  of  apostolic  zeal,  chose  the  more 
dangerous  course.  The  General  Election  of  1886,  fought  on 
the  Home  Rule  issue  alone,  made  the  split  in  the  Liberal  party  July 
irremediable.  The  Conservatives  and  Liberal  Unionists  were  1886 
victorious  and  were  in  power  with  one  brief  interval  for  twenty 
years. 

In  that  decisive  election,  all  that  energy  and  eloquence 
could  do  was  done  by  Gladstone,  despite  his  seventy-seven 
years.  He  kindled  an  enthusiasm  for  his  new  cause  which 
does  credit  at  least  to  the  imagination  and  generosity  of  many 
of  the  Liberals,  who,  only  seven  months  before,  had  been 
attacked  at  Parnell’s  orders  in  an  embittered  electoral  battle 
by  these  same  Irish,  for  whom  they  were  now  asked  to  post¬ 
pone  everything  that  directly  interested  themselves. 

But  the  forces  arrayed  against  Home  Rule  proved  the 
stronger.  Maj'uba,  Khartoum,  the  Phoenix  Park,  the  agrarian 
outrages,  made  the  average  Englishman  distrustful  of  accept¬ 
ing  Gladstone’s  account  of  the  Irish  and  the  way  to  deal  with 
them.  It  was  more  natural  for  Protestants  to  sympathise  with 
Ulster,  whose  determination  to  resist  the  decrees  of  an  Irish 
Parliament  was  now  beginning  to  make  itself  powerfully  heard. 

The  intellectual  movement  of  the  Victorian  era,  hitherto  mainly 
on  the  Liberal  side  in  politics,  now  for  the  most  part  broke  off 
sharp  from  Gladstone  and  began  to  regard  him  as  a  dema¬ 
gogue.  Unionism  prevailed  among  the  leaders  of  literature 
and  thought,  men  like  Robert  Browning,  Leslie  Stephen, 
Lecky  and  many  more,  as  also  in  that  part  of  the  professional 
and  scientific  world  which  had  not  previously  become  Conser¬ 
vative.  The  almost  complete  loss  of  upper  and  middle  class 
support  forced  ‘  Gladstonianism  ’  to  become  more  democratic 
than  even  the  old  Liberalism  had  been.  Yet  it  made  no  special 
appeal  to  the  new  Labour  movement,  and  it  was  helping  to 
create  by  revulsion  the  dominant  political  creed  of  the  coming 
era,  the  belief  in  Great  Britain’s  Imperial  destiny. 
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The  Salisbury  Ministries — Socialist  influences — The  new  Trade  Unionism 
— Municipal  development — The  fin  de  silcle — Ireland,  Parnell  and  the 
Liberal  interlude. 

‘  The  Industrial  Revolution,’  a  term  invented  by  Arnold  Toyn¬ 
bee  in  the  later  years  of  Queen  Victoria,  was  generally  adopted 
by  economic  historians  to  describe  changes  in  England  during 
the  reign  of  George  III  and  his  immediate  successors.  But 
the  Industrial  Revolution  never  came  to  an  end,  and  never  can 
come  to  ah  end,  so  long  as  men  go  on  making  inventions,  and 
every  new  form  of  economic  life  begins  to  be  replaced  by 
another,  almost  before  it  has  itself  taken  shape. 

In  the  last  thirty  years  of  the  nineteenth  century  it  was 
apparent  that  great  changes  were  taking  place  in  the  economic 
structure, — besides  the  mere  increase  in  population,  wealth 
and  trade,  which  the  later  Victorians  in  their  sense  of  secure 
prosperity  had  come  to  regard  almost  as  a  law  of  nature.  The 
greater  industries  were  passing  out  of  the  hands  of  single 
‘  employers  ’  and  family  groups  into  the  control  of  joint-stock 
companies,  served  by  great  industrial  managers  at  high  salaries, 
a  class  almost  unknown  in  the  first  half  of  the  century.  Small 
businesses  were  being  amalgamated,  and  the  area  and  influence 
of  competition  were  being  restricted. 

Incidentally  this  growth  of  joint-stock  companies  brought 
into  existence  a  very  numerous  class  of  persons  drawing  part 
of  their  incomes  from  investments  in  industrial  ventures  in 
which  they  were  not  themselves  employed.  Such  persons  of 
all  classes  were  unlikely  to  welcome  the  revived  Socialist  attack 
on  capital,  which  the  numerically  small  class  of  direct  em¬ 
ployers  might  have  found  it  harder  to  resist  alone.  On  the 
other  hand,  the  big  amalgamated  business  often  attained  a 
position  and  outlook  leading  it  to  come  to  terms  with  the  big 
Unions,  and  to  take  an  intelligent  interest  in  the  conditions 
of  life  of  its  employees. 

Parallel  to  this  amalgamation  among  the  firms,  the  Trade 
Unions  in  the  larger  skilled  trades  were  becoming  national 
instead  of  local.  Local  disputes  were  frequently  dealt  with 
by  the  national  organisation  of  the  trade  in  question,  and  if 
necessary  were  supported  from  its  central  funds.  The  Trade 
Union  Congress  had  become  a  British  institution  of  the 
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utmost  respectability.  On  the  other  hand,  since  their  legislative 
victory  of  1875,1  t^e  various  trades  had  no  common  policy  to 
pursue.  It  was  an  era  of  ‘  sectionalism,’  and  the  Labour  move¬ 
ment  as  a  whole  was  scarcely  self-conscious.  There  were  a  few 
miners’  representatives  in  Parliament,  but  no  Labour  party. 

In  the  early  ’eighties  Trade  Union  policy  was  still  very 
pacific.  The  big  Unions  had  won  most  of  what  they  had  set 
out  to  win,  and  were  more  interested  in  the  management  of 
their  sick  and  old  age  benefits  than  in  new  worlds  to  conquer. 
Trade  Unionists  took  little  account  of  the  Labour  movement, 
which  includes  unorganised  labour.  This  attitude  of  mind  was 
attacked  in  1886—7  by  Tom  Mann  and  John  Burns,  coming 
forward  as  leaders  of  the  ‘New  Unionism,’  and  roundly  accusing 
the  ‘  aristocracy  of  labour,’  such  as  their  own  Amalgamated 
Society  of  Engineers,  of  *  selfish  and  snobbish  desertion  ’  of 
their  less  fortunate  fellow-workmen. 

The  main  object  of  the  New  Unionism  was  to  assist  and  to 
organise  trades  where  unionism  was  weak — unskilled  labour, 
trades  which  were  ‘  sweated,’  and  those  in  which  women’s 
and  children’s  labour  competed  with  that  of  men.  The  new 
feature  of  the  time  was  that  these  efforts  received  a  good  deal 
of  sympathy  from  other  classes.  It  was  recognised  by  many  that 
the  immense  improvement  in  the  general  lot  effected  since  the 
‘  hungry  ’forties  ’  had  not  brought  equal  benefits  to  all,  and 
that  housing  in  the  slum  districts  was  a  problem  which  society 
had  still  to  face.  The  old  laissez  faire  doctrine  that  the  State 
had  hardly  any  function  save  to  keep  order,  had  quite  passed 
away.  Undermined  in  theory  by  Carlyle,  Ruskin  and  even 
Mill  in  his  later  days,  it  had  proved  inadequate  in  practice. 

The  old  Socialist  Engels,  a  friend  and  compatriot  of  Karl 
Marx,  but  well  acquainted  with  English  conditions  for  nearly 
half  a  century,  wrote  in  1885,  admitting  that  organised  trades 
and  skilled  workmen  were  very  much  better  off  than  before, 

‘  but  as  to  the  great  mass  of  the  working  people,  the  state  of 
misery  and  insecurity  in  which  they  live  now  is  as  low  as  ever, 
if  not  lower.  The  East  End  of  London  is  an  ever-spreading 
pool  of  stagnant  misery  and  desolation,  of  starvation  when  out 
of  work,  and  degradation  physical  and  moral  when  in  work. 
And  so  in  all  other  large  towns, — exception  made  of  the 
^privileged  minority  of  the  workers.’ 

Engels  was  overstating  the  case,  but  there  was  a  big  case 

1  P.  369,  above. 
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to  state.  Not  only  Socialists  but  society  as  a  whole  was  becom¬ 
ing  interested  in  the  inquiry  into  the  state  of  the  ‘  submerged/ 
From  1884  onwards,  Commissions  on  Sweated  Trades  and  on 
Housing,  sometimes  with  the  Prince  of  Wales  as  Chairman, 
examined  depths  hitherto  unplumbed.  Investigation  was  the 
watchword  of  the  hour,  and  the  results  were  not  consoling. 
It  was  the  era  of  Canon  Barnett  and  ‘  Settlements,’  when 
University  men  of  good  will  came  to  live  where  they  could 
see  for  themselves  how  their  fellow-citizens  throve.  Charles 
1889-  Booth’s  scientific  study  of  the  London  poor,  poured  out  in 
1.902  volume  after  volume  over  a  series  of  years,  did  much  to  enlighten 
the  world  and  to  form  opinion.  His  analysis,  based  on  a  wider 
and  more  detailed  collection  of  facts  than  had  ever  before  been 
made,  showed  in  1891  that  some  thirty  per  cent.,  or  over  a 
million  and  a  quarter  out  of  the  four  million  three  hundred 
thousand  Londoners,  fell  habitually  below  the  ‘  poverty  line,’ 
with  disastrous  results  to  health  and  industrial  efficiency  as 
well  as  to  human  happiness.  Charles  Booth  put  the  demand 
for  old-age  pensions  on  a  scientific  basis. 

The  fight  against  sweating,  bad  housing,  neglect  of  chil¬ 
dren  and  aged  persons,  and  all  the  problems  of  poverty  had  to 
wait  for  some  of  its  most  signal  victories  till  the  new  century, 
but  the  ground  was  chosen  and  the  battle  was  joined  with 
success  in  the  last  decades  of  Victoria’s  reign. 

The  first  skirmish  of  the  New  Unionism  was  the  success¬ 
ful  strike  in  1888  of  the  London  girls  employed  in  making 
lucifer  matches,  one  of  the  most  dependent  and  helpless  sec¬ 
tions  of  labour,  who  could  never  have  won  their  fight  unaided, 
or  in  a  hostile  social  atmosphere.  Friends  pleaded  their 
cause  in  the  newspapers,  and  subscriptions  from  the  public 
pulled  them  through.  Next  year  there  was  a  pitched  battle 
between  vaster  forces.  The  unorganised  mass  of  London 
1889  dock  labourers  who  struggled  with  each  other  for  precarious 
jobs  at  the  dockyard  gates,  had  the  courage  to  strike  for  six¬ 
pence  an  hour.  So  widely  had  the  spirit  of  the  New  Unionism 
spread  that  with  the  help  of  a  ‘  sympathetic  strike  ’  of  the 
powerful  Stevedores’  Union,  they  held  up  the  trade  of  the 
Port  of  London  for  ten  weeks,  and  won  the  victory  under  the 
leadership  of  John  Burns. 

Neither  the  dockers  nor  the  match-girls  would  have  had 
a  chance,  if  public  opinion  had  not  been  largely  on  their  side,® 
ready  even  to  subscribe  to  their  funds.  The  result  of  these 


MUNICIPAL  SOCIALISM  401 

successes,  so  consonant  with  the  spirit  of  the  new  age,  was  the 
formation  of  many  more  Trade  Unions  among  unskilled  hands. 

The  great  Cotmty  Council  Act  of  1888  gave  a  whole 
armoury  of  new  weapons  to  the  ‘  municipal  socialism  ’  which 
was  attempting  to  improve  the  conditions  of  life.  Salisbury’s 
second  Ministry,  though  its  personnel  was  Conservative,  was 
dependent  on  Liberal  Unionist  support.  As  that  was  still 
uncertain,1  it  was  all  the  more  needful  to  make  concessions  to 
Liberalism  in  the  Cabinet  policy.  Coercion  in  Ireland  was 
yoked  with  democratic  reform  in  Britain.  Although  the  4  Tory 
democrat,’  Lord  Randolph  Churchill,  committed  political  sui¬ 
cide  by  resigning  office  on  grounds  that  the  public  considered 
inadequate,  he  had  had  a  great  effect  in  continuing  the  4  edu¬ 
cation  ’  of  the  Conservative  party  towards  broader  views  and 
more  democratic  methods.  And  the  loss  to  Radicalism  in  the 
Cabinet  occasioned  by  his  fall,  was  for  a  time  balanced  by  the 
influence  which  Chamberlain  exerted  from  outside  on  the  plans 
of  the  Government.  With  the  highly  organised  Birmingham 
democracy  moving  under  his  direction,  he  seemed  almost  to 
hold  the  balance  of  power  between  parties  in  the  State. 

Mr.  Ritchie’s  great  measure  of  1888  established  rural 
self-government  by  County  Councils,2  and  enlarged  the  exist¬ 
ing  machinery  of  urban  democracy  by  turning  all  towns  of 
over  50,000  inhabitants  into  county  boroughs. 

The  administrative  problem  of  London  outside  the  old 
City  boundaries,  which  had  been  shirked  by  the  legislators  of 
1835,  was  dealt  with  in  a  Radical  spirit  by  the  Act  of  1888. 
The  new  London  County  Council,  to  the  chagrin  of  some  who 
had  had  a  hand  in  creating  it,  at  once  became  the  representative 
and  agent  of  millions  of  Londoners  who  aspired  after  better 
conditions  of  daily  life.  The  popularity  and  energy  of  John 
Burns  of  Battersea  gave  him  success  as  the  first  apostle  of  a 
London  patriotism  distinct  from  pride  in  the  old  4  City,’  while 
the  intellectual  leadership  of  the  Fabian  publicists,  and  the 
organisation  of  the  4  Progressive  ’  party  formed  ad  hoc ,  helped 
London  to  take  her  place  beside  the  foremost  cities  of  the 
Empire  in  municipal  progress,  while  she  remained  Conserva- 
itve  in  Imperial  politics. 

All  over  the  island,  the  last  two  decades  of  the  century 

1  The  ‘  Round  Table  Conference  ’  of  1887  was  a  conference  of  Liberal 
chiefs,  Gladstonian  and  Unionist,  including  Chamberlain,  to  find  a  basis  of 
Liberal  reunion.  It  failed,  after  a  successful  opening. 

!  See  p.  390,  above. 
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saw  an  immense  extension  of  municipal  enterprise.  Baths  and 
wash-houses,  museums,  public  libraries,  parks,  gardens,  open 
spaces,  allotments,  lodging-houses  for  the  working  classes 
were  acquired,  erected  or  maintained  out  of  the  rates.  Tram¬ 
ways,  gas,  electricity  and  water  were  in  many  places  munici¬ 
palised.  The  self-governing  towns  of  England  became  em¬ 
ployers  of  labour  and  producers  on  a  great  scale.  It  has  been 
largely  owing  to  *  municipal  socialism  ’  of  this  kind  that  the 
death-rate  and  the  figures  of  infant  mortality  have  fallen  and 
that  some  real  progress  has  been  made  in  the  amenities  of  life. 

Sir  William  Harcourt,  himself  a  Whig  and  a  lawyer  of  the 
old  school,  startled  the  House  of  Commons  by  saying  ‘  we  are 
all  socialists  now.’  The  joke  had  an  element  of  real  meaning 
which  made  the  saying  proverbial.  And  a  few  years  later  Har¬ 
court  himself,  as  Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer  for  the  short¬ 
lived  Liberal  Ministry,  passed  a  *  socialistic  ’  budget  that  laid 
1S94  heavy  death  duties  on  the  heirs  of  the  wealthy,  to  pay  the  ever- 
increasing  bill  of  social  reform  and  Imperial  defence. 

Yet  neither  Sir  William  Harcourt  nor  any  large  section  of 
the  community  were  ‘  socialists  ’  in  the  sense  of  wishing  to 
abolish  private  capital  and  enterprise  in  ordinary  trading  con¬ 
cerns.  Only  a  small  but  active  body  in  the  British  Trade 
Union  world  was  beginning  to  adopt  the  full  programme  of 
Karl  Marx.1 

Socialism  may  be  said  to  have  been  invented  in  England 
by  Robert  Owen  and  some  of  his  later  contemporaries.  But 
it  had  declined  for  many  years  in  the  island  of  its  origin.  The 
revival  of  British  Socialism  was  preceded  and  in  some  sense 
prepared  by  the  vogue  of  a  different  doctrine,  that  of  the 
American  Henry  George  in  his  Progress  and  Poverty  (1879), 
which  dealt  with  rent  in  much  the  same  way  that  Marx 
dealt  with  private  profit.  In  the  year  1881  H.  M.  Hyndman 
founded  the  Social  Democratic  Federation  to  preach  the 
Marxian  gospel  in  earnest.  It  made  headway,  but  not  very 
rapidly,  in  the  British  Trade  Union  and  Co-operative  world, 
which  had  already  achieved  so  much  in  a  very  different  spirit 

1  Karl  Marx  (1818-1883)  formulated  and  materialised  the  doctrines  of 
Socialism.  His  great  work,  Das  Kapital,  was  very  different  from  the  rather 
vague  idealism  of  Robert  Owen  and  Saint-Simon,  his  English  and  French 
predecessors.  He  aimed  at  pitting  ‘  the  proletariat  ’  against  ‘  Capital  ’  in 
all  countries.  He  pointed  to  the  nationalisation  of  all  means  of  production 
as  an  inevitable  historic  evolution  from  the  capitalistic  era.  He  appealed 
to  a  ‘  scientific  ’  interpretation  of  history. 
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from  that  of  Marx.  Indeed,  the  German  leader  suspected  both 
those  movements  as  successful  rivals  to  his  own  speculative 
system  of  amelioration. 

Meanwhile  the  idealism  which  was  abhorrent  to  the  true 
Marxian  materialist  was  upheld  by  the  poet  and  artist  William 
Morris,  whose  Socialism  in  the  pleasant  News  from  Nowhere 
was  partly  a  continuation  of  Ruskin,  partly  an  imaginary 
vision  of  what  the  Middle  Ages  might  have  been  like  without 
the  Church.  It  is  a  rebellion  hardly  more  against  capitalism 
than  against  the  ugliness  of  modern  city  life.  It  looks  as  much 
backwards  as  forwards,  as  much  to  art  and  beauty  as  to 
politics. 

The  third  current  of  fin  de  siecle  Socialism,  and  the  most 
important,  was  the  Fabian  doctrine,  specially  connected  with 
Mr.  and  Mrs.  Sidney  Webb.  The  Fabian  Society  was  founded 
in  1883.  Its  name  recalls  a  Roman  general  whose  motto  was 
‘  slow  but  sure.’  Eschewing  revolution,  and  intent  on  the 
actualities  of  England  at  the  end  of  the  nineteenth  century, 
Fabians  exonerated  Socialists  from  the  heavy  obligation  of 
reading  Karl  Marx.  Without  dogmatising  as  to  the  ultimate 
future  of  industrial  organisation,  they  preached  practical  pos¬ 
sibilities,  here  and  now — municipal  Socialism  and  State  con¬ 
trol  of  conditions  of  labour.  Equally  far  from  Marx  and  Morris, 
they  left  the  New  Jerusalem  alone,  and  sought  to  impregnate 
the  existing  forces  of  society  with  collectivist  ideals. 

The  Fabians  became  experts  in  bringing  electoral,  jour¬ 
nalistic  and  personal  pressure  to  bear  on  local  bodies  and  on 
the  Liberal  or  Conservative  government  of  the  hour, — some¬ 
what  after  the  methods  of  action  of  Francis  Place,  but  with 
the  added  power  of  the  democratic  franchise.  By  the  end  of 
the  century  it  is  in  Fabianism  that  we  find  the  nearest  approach 
to  a  body  of  doctrine  directly  affecting  the  laws  and  adminis¬ 
tration  of  the  time,  like  the  doctrines  of  Bentham  and  Mill  in 
the  past.  The  Fabians  were  intelligence  officers  without  an 
army — there  was  no  Fabian  party  in  Parliament — but  they 
influenced  the  strategy  and  even  the  direction  of  the  great 
hosts  moving  under  other  banners. 

The  social  movement  of  the  time  had  its  effect  upon  the 
religious  bodies.  Cardinal  Manning,  in  his  old  age,  helped  to 
negotiate  the  terms  of  the  London  dockers’  victory.  General 
William  Booth’s  Salvation  Army  preached  the  Gospel  to  the 
*  submerged  ’  of  Darkest  England.  Like  the  Wesleyans  of  the 
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eighteenth  century,  the  Salvationists  sought  out  the  neglected 
and  least  promising  members  of  society.  But  the  modern 
evangelists,  though  by  no  means  ashamed  of  *  enthusiasm,’ 
developed  also  an  earthly  paraphernalia  of  shelters,  workshops 
and  emigration  agencies.  General  Booth  was  of  the  opinion 
originally  formulated  by  the  secularist  Robert  Owen,  that 
environment  makes  character. 

The  activities  of  the  National  Church  were  more  and  more 
directed  to  work  on  similar  lines,  in  the  poorest  districts  of 
the  great  cities.  ‘  Environment  ’  gave  a  new  character  to  the 
opinions  of  many  of  the  clergy.  In  slum  surroundings  they 
learnt  to  think  very  differently  from  their  predecessors  of 
Miss  Austen’s  time,  who  had  lived  between  the  rectory  and 
the  manor-house.  Many  of  the  new  clergy  in  the  towns 
developed  socialistic  sympathies. 

Nevertheless,  for  all  these  new  religious  efforts,  and  the 
earnest  attempt  to  evangelise  the  lower  strata,  the  part  played 
by  religion  in  the  life  of  the  upper  and  middle  classes,  and  of 
the  better-to-do  working  class,  was  less  remarkable  at  the  end 
of  the  century  than  it  had  been  when  Queen  Victoria  came  to 
the  throne.  The  decline  of  Nonconformity  was  not  the  only 
symptom.  Everyday  thought  was  decidedly  more  secular  in 
tone.  This  was  partly  due  to  intellectual  movements,  to  the 
Darwinian  theory  and  Biblical  criticism  at  work  in  an  age 
when  everyone  was  being  taught  to  read.  But  it  was  also  due 
to  the  number  of  other  interests  in  life  which  now  competed 
with  religion.  Where  the  Bible  had  been  almost  the  only  book 
for  many  households,  there  was  now  the  daily  paper,  the  cheap 
magazine  and  novelette,  and,  for  the  minority  who  cared  for 
such  things,  the  best  literature  and  science  in  the  world  in 
cheap  editions.  Formerly  entertainments  and  organised  excite¬ 
ments  had  been  rare;  but  now  there  was  the  football  match 
with  its  democratic  ‘gate,’  the  music-halls,  and  a  thousand 
appeals  of  every  kind  to  the  popular  attention. 

The  modern  English,  as  soon  as  they  had  a  good  thing, 
had  the  means  to  make  it  common.  The  Gilbert  and  Sullivan 
songs  might  be  heard  in  any  parlour  where  there  was  a  cheap 
piano.  Football  and  cricket,  both  as  games  to  be  played  and 
as  spectacles  to  be  watched,  spread  from  upper-class  public 
schools  through  the  Universities  to  the  democracy  at  large. 
One  excellent  new  activity  of  man,  mountain  climbing,  begun 
in  Switzerland  chiefly  by  some  Fellows  of  Cambridge  colleges 
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in  the  middle  of  Victoria’s  reign,  was  by  the  end  of  the  century 
beginning  to  open  the  rock  climbs  of  England,  Wales  and 
Scotland  to  a  larger  fraternity.  Inf  the  ’nineties  the  ‘  safety  ’ 
bicycle  with  pneumatic  tyres  abolished  the  dangers  and  dis¬ 
comforts  of  the  high-wheeled  bicycle  of  the  former  decade. 
Before  motor-cars  in  the  new  century  swept  the  unfortunate 
push-bike  off  the  high  road,  it  had  been  a  principal  means 
of  popular  enjoyment,  had  opened  out  country  places  to  the 
city  dweller,  and  had  profoundly  affected  the  social  customs 
and  outlook  of  more  than  one  class  of  society,  particularly  of 
the  women,  to  whom  it  gave  a  new  freedom.  The  bicycle 
seemed  the  symbol  of  the  changing^  de  siecle.  For  good  and 
for  bad,  the  standards  of  Victorian  *  respectability  ’  were  begin¬ 
ning  to  crumble.  The  balance  maintained  between  tradition 
and  democracy,  which  had  been  the  essence  of  the  Victorian 
age,  was  giving  way.  Literature  was  retreating  before  jour¬ 
nalism,  or  was  being  absorbed  in  it. 

The  government  all  this  while  might  be  called  Conser¬ 
vative,  but  change  was  never  more  rapid,  nor  the  advance  of 
the  equalitarian  spirit  more  observable.  It  was  due,  not  to 
political  propaganda,  but  to  environment  and  conditions  of 
life.  A  profound  transmutation  was  in  process  towards  a  more 
mechanical  and  a  more  democratic  world,  the  world  of  the 
great  city  instead  of  the  country  village,  a  world  expressing 
itself  more  through  science  and  journalism,  and  less  through 
religion,  poetry  and  literature.  In  a  hundred  years’  time  it 
will  be  possible  to  speculate  as  to  whether  the  change  has  been 
mostly  for  good,  or  mostly  for  evil.  But  in  so  far  as  men 
have  any  real  knowledge  and  understanding  of  the  past,  it 
is  probable  that  opinions  on  that  subject  will  be  neither 
unanimous  nor  confident. 

The  epoch  of  Lord  Salisbury’s  two  Ministries  and  the  two  1887 
Jubilees  of  Queen  Victoria  was  above  all  else  an  age  of  pros-  1897 
perity  at  home  and  peace  abroad.  But  it  failed  to  solve  the 
Irish  question. 

If  our  own  generation,  taught  by  much  unhappy  experi¬ 
ence,  had  had  the  Ireland  of  Gladstone  and  Salisbury  to  deal 
with,  it  would  perhaps  have  found  the  solution.  But  the 
Liberals  of  that  day  would  not  reckon  with  Ulster,  nor  the 
Unionists  with  the  rest  of  Ireland.  The  British  had  had  no 
recent  experience  of  race  hatreds  and  historic  feuds  in  their 
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own  island.  Henry  VIII  had  settled  the  Welsh  question, 
and  the  statesmen  of  William  and  Anne  had  settled  Scotland. 
Having  no  first-hand  knowledge  of  these  terrible  things,  and 
very  little  historical  knowledge  or  imagination,  our  people 
could  not  understand  why  the  Irish  tenant  farmers  were  so 
unlike  the  British  tenant  farmers,  who  never  shot  landlords  or 
houghed  cattle ;  and  why  the  Presbyterians  of  Ulster  were  so 
unlike  the  comfortable  nonconformists  of  England. 

The  only  real  hope  would  have  lain  in  an  alliance  of  British 
statesmen  to  settle  Ireland,  as  an  urgent  Imperial  problem, 
objectively  considered  apart  from  our  home  politics.  But  this 
proved  impossible.  Our  two-party  system  showed  off  all  the 
defects  of  its  qualities,  and  artificially  excited  passions  which 
the  Irish  question  in  its  nature  was  only  too  well  calculated  to 
arouse. 

The  Unionism  that  had  triumphed  at  the  election  of  1886 
was  largely  inspired  by  indignation  against  crime,  from  the 
Phoenix  Park  murders  down  to  the  cruel  outrages  on  animals 
which  Englishmen  particularly  dislike,  and  the  terrorism  that 
sought  to  destroy  the  springs  of  all  independent  action.  It  was 
barbarous  work  indeed,  but  it  was  the  means  by  which  Liberal 
and  Conservative  governments,  from  1881  onwards,  were 
driven  step  by  step  to  abolish  the  evils  of  the  old  Irish  land 
system.  During  their  two  decades  of  power  the  Unionists 
moved  as  fast  in  that  direction  as  Gladstone  himself,  although 
he  had  begun  the  retreat.  But  the  Unionists  resented  deeply 
the  character  of  the  pressure  to  which  they  yielded, — the  semi- 
warfare  of  the  Land  League  and  the  Plan  of  Campaign — and 
this  indignation  affected,  if  it  did  not  actually  determine,  the 
attitude  of  half  England  to  Home  Rule. 

Parnell,  though  he  had  opposed  the  more  murderous  and 
futile  crimes  of  the  Irish  American  societies,  had  in  1880  and 
1881  countenanced  the  boycotting  and  terrorism  of  the  Land 
League  as  the  only  possible  means,  in  his  opinion,  of  making 
the  British  Legislature  move  on  behalf  of  the  oppressed 
tenantry.  Unionist  opinion  never  forgave  him  for  this  and 
sought  to  bring  it  home  to  him  retrospectively,  now  that 
Gladstone  proposed  to  make  him  in  effect  the  ruler  of  Ireland. 
Yet  after  1886  he  was  less  interested  in  the  agrarian  question 
than  in  Home  Rule,  and  he  knew  that  its  electoral  chances 
would  be  gravely  compromised  by  a  renewal  of  Irish  crime. 
Pie  therefore  opposed  the  renewal  of  methods  of  sedition  and 
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terrorism  and  regretted,  though  he  could  not  prevent  the 
agrarian  Plan  of  Campaign  launched  in  December  1886. 

The  Plan  of  Campaign  was  met  by  the  Conservative  1887- 
Crimes  Act,  and  a  protracted  battle  began  between  the  Irish  1889 
peasants  and  Mr.  Arthur  Balfour,  who  now  rose  to  the  front 
rank  of  politics  as  Chief  Secretary.  Into  that  conflict,  fought 
without  gloves  on  both  sides,  the  Irish  Parliamentary  party 
was  necessarily  drawn,  with  the  English  Liberal  party  in 
its  wake.  Irish  members  spent  much  of  their  time  in  prison, 
and  a  good  deal  of  the  rest  on  Liberal  platforms  in  Great  Britain. 
Parnell  for  his  part  was  now  the  cautious  statesman,  while  Mr. 
Gladstone  was  the  enthusiastic  protagonist  in  a  great  agitation. 

At  an  early  and  critical  date  in  this  struggle,  The  Times  April 
published  in  facsimile  a  letter,  purporting  to  bear  Parnell’s  1887 
signature,  in  which  he  was  made  to  express  partial  approval  of 
the  Phoenix  Park  murders.  The  letter,  if  genuine,  would  have 
killed  the  Home  Rule  movement  in  Britain.  Nearly  two  years  Feb. 
later  the  document  was  proved  to  have  been  forged  by  a  needy  1889 
Irish  journalist  named  Pigott,  and  to  have  been  accepted  with¬ 
out  scrutiny  as  to  its  origin.  The  Royal  Commission  of  three 
Judges  before  whom  this  damning  revelation  was  made,  had 
also  to  inquire  into  and  report  on  the  general  connection  of 
the  Parnellite  party  with  crime  in  Ireland,  an  inquiry  in  which 
it  was  really  impossible  to  isolate  the  judicial  from  the  political 
issues.  But  the  detection  of  so  gross  a  forgery,  designed  to  ruin 
Parnell,  overshadowed  everything  else  in  the  popular  mind, 
and  the  prospects  of  Home  Rule  at  the  next  General  Election 
began  to  look  bright. 

No  one  can  ever  tell  what  chance  there  was  of  a  solution 
of  the  Irish  question  by  that  generation  of  men,  nor  whether 
Civil  War  or  Settlement  would  have  resulted  from  a  decisive 
majority  for  Home  Rule  at  the  polls.  The  question  was  never 
put  to  the  test,  owing  to  the  downfall  of  the  Irish  Chief. 

In  1890  Parnell  had  been  fifteen  years  in  public  life.  In 
that  short  time,  himself  starting  from  nothing  and  with  no 
extraneous  aid,  he  had  created  a  party  known  by  his  name, 
united  the  Irish  nation  on  his  policy,  held  up  the  British  Par¬ 
liament,  made  and  unmade  Ministries  and  won  the  greatest 
British  statesman  of  the  age  to  devote  his  whole  energies  to 
carrying  out  his  plan.  The  goal  seemed  already  in  sight. 
Suddenly  the  bolt  fell,  the  prospect  was  eclipsed  and  the 
structure  was  shattered. 
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For  close  on  ten  years  Parnell  had  been  living  with  another 
Nov.  man’s  wife.  At  length  a  divorce  suit  was  brought  and  no 

1890  defence  was  possible.  Mr.  Gladstone,  for  purely  political 
reasons,  decided  that  his  ally  must  for  a  while  retire  from  the 
Irish  leadership,  otherwise,  in  the  then  state  of  English  feeling, 
he  believed  that  a  catastrophe  would  ensue  at  the  approaching 
election  which  would  ruin  the  Home  Rule  cause.  Gladstone, 
now  over  eighty,  knew  that  his  own  time  was  short,  and  that 
another  defeat  would  be  final.  Parnell,  so  he  decided,  must 
make  his  bow  to  the  English  sense  of  propriety  and  morals,  and 
then  it  was  probable  he  would  soon  be  able  to  return  forgiven. 

Till  that  moment  Parnell’s  actions,  unswayed  by  sentiment 
or  passion,  had  been  based  on  cold  calculation  of  the  chances 
and  forces  in  the  field.  Neither  good  nor  evil  fortune  had  ever 
seemed  to  move  the  man  set  apart  from  his  fellows.  Yet  all 
the  while  fires  had  blazed  beneath,  and  now  they  burst 
out  in  wild  destruction.  He  had  always  disliked  and  despised 
the  English,  perhaps,  through  some  atavistic  ‘  complex,’  all 
the  more  because  he  had  English  blood  and  a  good  deal  of 
English  character  mixed  with  other  elements  in  his  mysterious 
being.  What  business  had  they  with  his  private  life  ?  He 
would  not  take  off  his  hat  to  their  hypocrisies,  and  sue  for  their 
pardon,  no,  not  if  it  would  save  the  Irish  cause  and  the  work 
of  his  life  from  ruin. 

He  held  to  the  leadership,  was  disowned  by  the  majority 
of  the  party,  held  on  and  fought,  the  Celtic  nature  or  some¬ 
thing  yet  more  fundamental  in  him  flashing  out  at  last,  in  a 
baresark  fight  against  men  and  gods.  The  Roman  Church 
joined  the  fray  against  the  ‘  black  Protestant.’  Ireland  and 
the  Nationalist  party  were  rent  from  top  to  bottom  into 

1891  factions  of  Parnellites  and  anti-Parnellites.  Next  year  he  died, 
but  his  death  could  not  at  once  heal  the  breach,  could  certainly 
not  restore  in  England  the  prestige  of  the  Irish  party. 

So  at  the  General  Election  of  1892  the  majority  over  the 
Unionists  of  Liberals  and  Irish  Home  Rulers  combined  was 
too  small  to  do  the  work.  Gladstone  formed  his  fourth 
Ministry  ;  but  when  his  second  Home  Rule  Bill,1  having 
passed  the  lower  House  by  thirty-four  votes,  was  sent  up  to 
1893  the  Lords,  it  was  thrown  out,  and  the  country  felt  relieved  or 
indifferent. 

1  The  Home  Rule  Bill  of  1892  differed  from  that  of  1886  in  retaining 
Irish  representation  at  Westminster. 
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Next  year  Gladstone  retired  from  public  life,  which  had  so  l8Q-t 
long  centred  roundjiim.  He  had  taught  Englishmen  to  think 
nobly,  and  foreigners  to  think  nobly  of  England.  He  had  kept 
our  parliamentary  institutions  in  the  forefront  of  all  men’s 
thoughts.  He  had  done,  perhaps,  more  than  any  one  man  to 
adapt  the  machinery  of  State  to  modern  and  democratic 
conditions.  His  achievements  lay  thickly  scattered  over 
many  pages  of  our  history,  and  if  his  failures  were  great  too, 
the  last  and  greatest  of  them  has  added  immensely  to  his 
fame.  The  comparison  with  the  all-successful  Bismarck  is  one 
from  which  his  memory  has  less  to  fear  now  than  in  the  first 
years  after  his  death,  when  Bismarck’s  structure  seemed 
founded  safely  on  the  rock  of  force. 

At  the  next  General  Election  the  Liberals  were  overwhelm-  1895 
ingly  defeated.  The  chiefs  of  Gladstone’s  succession  quarrelled 
with  each  other  over  the  defeat,  and  Lord  Rosebery  soon 
resigned  the  leadership.  For  the  remainder  of  the  century 
Salisbury  ruled  the  country  without  serious  challenge. 

Salisbury’s  third  Ministry,  in  which  the  Liberal  Unionists  1895 
took  their  share  as  Ministers  of  the  Crown,  lasted  until  his  1902 
retirement  upon  the  eve  of  his  death.  It  was  marked  in  Ireland 
by  an  attempt  at  conciliation.  Home  Rule  was  below  the 
horizon  and  the  Unionists  hoped  to  prevent  its  rising  again 
by  settling  the  agrarian  question.  Mr.  Gerald  Balfour,  who 
now  held  his  brother’s  former  place  as  Chief  Secretary,  1895 
aspired  to  ‘  kill  Home  Rule  by  kindness,’  a  policy  continued 
by  Mr,  George  Wyndham  after  him.  The  Irish  landlords 
were  bought  out  on  a  great  scale.  Democratic  local  govern¬ 
ment  was  extended  to  Ireland  and  was  worked  with  success. 
With  the  help  of  Mr.  Horace  Plunkett  and  his  co-operative 
schemes  in  which  men  of  all  parties  lent  a  hand,  a  new  era 
of  prosperity  set  in.  The  agrarian  problem  was  being  solved. 

The  ‘  kindness  ’  was  real  and  practical.  Whether  it  had 
‘killed  Home  Rule,’  the  next  century  would  reveal. 
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Salisbury  and  Chamberlain — Imperialism — Africa — Cecil  Rhodes — The 
Soudan  conquered — Venezuela — The  Boer  War — The  Queen’s  Jubilees 
and  Death. 

After  Gladstone’s  defeat,  Salisbury  and  Chamberlain  repre¬ 
sented  the  forces  dominant  in  the  British  Commonwealth. 

Lord  Salisbury  was  a  student,  a  man  of  intellectual, 
religious  and  scientific  interests,  an  aristocrat  by  upbringing 
and  by  nature,  averse  from  all  methods  of  reclame.  He  stood 
for  the  old  traditions  of  the  British  political  nobles,  bearing 
the  load  of  public  care  with  a  sense  of  inherited  responsibility. 
He  had  indeed  accepted  without  reserve  the  new  democratic 
conditions  of  political  power,  although  in  earlier  years  he  had 
put  up  the  last  open  resistance  to  Disraeli’s  Bill  for  household 
franchise.  His  gravity  was  relieved  by  a  pungency  in  epigram, 
and  a  more  than  royal  indifference  to  the  effect  of  any  words 
that  fell  from  his  lips.  Though  astute  in  his  sense  of  what  was 
practical,  and  appealing  less  often  than  Gladstone  to  ideal 
motives,  he  stood  for  character,  principle  and  tradition,  main¬ 
tained  public  life  on  a  high  level,  and  despised  the  sensa¬ 
tionalism  of  the  j'ournalist  and  the  tricks  of  the  politician. 

Beside  him,  in  his  third  Ministry,  was  Chamberlain,  with 
1895  all  the  keen  instincts  of  the  modern  business  man,  seeing 
farther  and  less  far  than  his  grave,  bearded  chief.  Yesterday  the 
leader  of  English  Radicalism  and  still  exerting  great  influence 
in  some  democratic  sections  of  the  community,  he  was  prepared 
for  an  alliance  on  terms  with  the  older  elements  in  the  State. 

Lord  Salisbury,  firm  in  the  belief  that  ‘  Britain’s  greatest 
interest  is  peace,’  held  the  mere  avoidance  of  war  to  be  the 
best  security  against  revolution  as  well  as  against  other  ills. 
He  well  knew  that  the  impressive  fabric  of  modern  industrial 
prosperity  was  so  artificial  as  to  demand  above  all  things  peace. 
He  was  Foreign  Minister  in  his  own  Cabinet. 

Chamberlain,  who  had  chosen  for  himself  the  office  of 
Colonial  Secretary,  gave  it  a  new  importance,  and  undertook 
the  propaganda  of  a  self-conscious  Imperialism.  The  doctrine 
suited  the  spirit  of  the  age.  A  dozen  years  back  it  had  received 
an  impetus  from  Sir  John  Seeley’s  book  of  lectures  on  the 
Expansion  of  England  (1883),  that  had  since  spread  to  circles 
beyond  the  readers  of  Seeley. 
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The  two  parts  of  the  new  doctrine  were,  first  the  need  to 
attach  the  white  democracies  oversea  more  closely  to  the  idea 
of  Imperial  unity ;  and  secondly  the  need  for  the  Empire  to 
secure  its  share  of  new  lands,  in  the  scramble  then  going  on 
for  the  rest  of  the  world’s  unappropriated  surface.  These  two 
aspects  of  Imperialism  had  perhaps  no  logical  connection,  but 
they  were  connected  by  the  men  and  by  the  events  of  that  time. 
Disraeli’s  continental  and  pro-Turkish  Imperialism  was  not 
revived,  but  the  new  creed  might  lead  to  complications  with 
foreign  Powers  over  colonial  questions, — though  not,  indeed, 
if  Lord  Salisbury  could  help  it. 

Salisbury  was  inclined  to  favour  the  Triple  Alliance  of 
the  Central  Powers,  more  than  the  Dual  Alliance  of  France 
and  Russia,  chiefly  because  of  the  hostile  attitude  of  France  on 
Egyptian  and  Colonial  questions.  But  he  kept  England  free 
from  commitments  in  Europe,  where  the  balance  of  power 
could  still  adjust  itself  without  the  help  of  our  weight  in  either 
scale. 

Lord  Salisbury’s  great  work  was  the  dividing  up  of  Africa 
with  Germany,  France  and  other  countries,  without  a  resort  to 
arms.  This  he  had  largely  accomplished  during  his  second 
Ministry  (1886-92).  It  was  a  great  triumph  for  the  principles 
of  peace  and  negotiation  as  contrasted  with  the  endless  wars  of 
previous  epochs  over  the  sharing  up  of  America  and  Southern 
Asia.  In  1890  the  boundaries  of  German  and  British  posses¬ 
sions  in  South  and  Central  Africa  were  defined,  in  connection 
with  the  work  of  British  pioneers  in  Nyassaland  and  the  terri¬ 
tories  of  Rhodes’  Chartered  Company.  The  fact  that  Salis¬ 
bury  bargained  away  Heligoland  against  Zanzibar  showed 
how  much  more  our  statesmen  were  then  thinking  of  colonial 
expansion  than  of  any  danger  to  our  fundamental  security  in 
Europe  or  in  the  British  seas.  Such  danger  did  not  then  exist. 

The  interior  of  ‘  Darkest  Africa  ’  opened  out  by  Living¬ 
stone,  H.  M.  Stanley  and  other  explorers,  had  become  ripe 
for  white  control  and  in  places  for  white  settlement,  because 
railways,  tinned  foods,  modern  weapons  and  tropical  hygiene 
at  length  enabled  Europeans  to  penetrate  and  to  inhabit  regions 
where  their  fathers  had  perished.  It  was  fortunate  that  the 
day  of  the  white  man’s  unlimited  power  over  the  black  had  not 
come  earlier,  whilst  his  only  idea  of  a  relation  with  the  aborig¬ 
ines  had  been  the  profits  of  slavery  and  the  slave  trade.  That 
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bad  spirit  had  not  indeed  entirely  been  exorcised  among  all  the 
white  races  in  their  dealings  with  Africa.  But  Britain  at 
least  made  good  use  in  Nigeria  and  elsewhere  of  the  white 
man’s  new  power  to  suppress  the  slave-trade  and  intertribal 
massacres. 

The  new  situation  opened  out  many  difficult  problems  for 
the  Empire, — how  far  and  for  what  purposes  the  native  might 
be  exploited  by  the  newcomer,  what  were  to  be  his  rights 
either  of  retaining  or  of  parting  with  tribal  land  and  tribal 
custom.  In  all  these  questions  the  Home  Government  was 
often  in  the  position  of  umpire  between  missionaries  and 
settlers,  chiefs  and  tribesmen.  As  among  the  nations  of  Europe, 
Britain  had  the  greatest  share  of  Africa  and  the  greatest  re¬ 
sponsibility  in  these  matters.  On  the  whole  that  proved  very 
fortunate  for  the  African. 

During  the  last  twenty  years  of  the  century,  so  full  of 
romantic  adventure  for  the  commercial  pioneers  of  the  Dark 
Continent,  an  old  state  policy  ©f  Tudor  and  Stuart  times  was 
revived.  Chartered  Companies  were  formed,  like  those  trading 
companies  of  long  ago  which  had  been  the  first  representatives 
of  England’s  political  and  military  power  in  the  East.  Such 
companies,  employing  their  own  capital,  were  granted  political 
authority  in  Nigeria,  Uganda  and  British  South  Africa.  These 
delegations  of  sovereign  power,  useful  at  early  stages  of 
pioneering  development,  were  resumable  by  the  Crown  as  soon 
as  the  new  district  was  fit  to  become  a  Colony. 

It  was  in  connection  with  the  most  famous  of  these  Char¬ 
tered  Companies  that  Cecil  Rhodes  became  a  figure  of  inter¬ 
national  importance.  The  child  of  an  English  parsonage,  he 
had  gone  to  South  Africa  for  his  health,  and  had  there  become 
a  mining  magnate  in  the  Kimberley  diamond  world,  and  a 
leading  figure  in  Cape  politics.  He  valued  money  as  a  means 
to  power,  and  power  as  a  means  to  spread  British  influence 
and  ideals.  His  policy,  analogous  to  that  of  the  Afrikander 
Bond,  aimed  at  co-operation  on  equal  terms  between  the  Dutch 
and  British  races,  and  the  Federation  of  the  two  Dutch  Repub¬ 
lics  and  the  two  British  Colonies  in  a  United  South  Africa. 
Chamberlain  in  1889  complained  that  he  was  more  of  an 
Afrikander  than  an  Imperialist. 

But  Rhodes,  though  friendly  to  the  Afrikander  Bond,  had 
ideas  of  his  own,  and  they  sprang  from  an  idealised  belief  in 
the  British  race  and  Empire.  He  had  determined  to  extend 
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South  Africa’s  sphere  of  influence  into  the  far  northern  interior, 
and  to  carry  Britain’s  power  and  the  progressive  part  of  the 
Afrikander  ideal  into  the  lands  that  Livingstone  had  explored. 
Such  was  his  dream.  His  nightmare  was  lest  the  Germans 
should  be  before  him,  and  should  extend  their  sphere  of  in¬ 
fluence  across  Africa  from  the  western  sea  to  the  Portuguese 
territory  on  the  eastern  coast.  If  the  Germans  could  once  make 
that  step  across  the  continent  they  would  shut  in  South  Africa 
from  all  chance  of  future  expansion,  and  would  incidentally  get 
into  touch  with  the  more  reactionary  elements  among  the 
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Transvaal  Boers.  These  elements,  represented  by  President 
Kruger,  had  already  been  much  encouraged  by  the  episode  of 
the  Majuba  war. 

Rhodes,  ever  the  most  practical  of  visionaries  and  the  most 
visionary  of  men  of  business,  dreamed  of  a  Cape-to-Cairo 
railway  through  British  territory.  And  so,  in  1889,  he  secured 
from  the  home  government  a  Charter  conferring  political 
powers  north  of  the  Limpopo  River  on  the  British  South 
Africa  Company.  Armed  with  the  Charter,  he  proceeded  to 
develop  not  only  Matabeleland  and  Mashonaland,  but  to  push 
the  future  ‘  Rhodesia  ’  far  north  of  the  Zambesi,  to  join  up 
with  other  British  pioneering  work  in  Nyassaland,  along  that 
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doubtful  southern  border  of  German  East  Africa  which  Lord 
Salisbury  was  engaged  in  defining  by  negotiation.1 

In  1890  Rhodes  had  become  Prime  Minister  of  the  Cape. 
His  position  in  South  Africa  and  his  reputation  in  England 
and  the  world  at  large  was  unique.  He  was  almost  as  much 
talked  about  as  Parnell.  The  two  men  differed  from  each  other, 
but  they  differed  still  more  strongly  from  anyone  else.  Some 
modern  Plutarch  should  draw  a  parallel  between  them.  Rhodes 
gave  Parnell  £10,000  for  his  Home  Rule  campaign,  seeing  its 
importance  to  Imperial  Federation  ;  he  described  the  Irish 
chief  as  ‘  the  most  reasonable  and  sensible  man  I  ever  met.’ 

At  the  new  year  of  1895-6  came  the  fall  of  Rhodes.  It 
was  less  complete  than  that  of  Parnell,  but  the  Jameson  Raid 
dealt,  to  his  life’s  work  of  uniting  the  British  and  Dutch  on  a 
progressive  platform,  a  blow  from  which  the  policy  never 
recovered  in  his  own  lifetime.  Up  to  the  fatal  Christmas  of 
1895  Dutch  of  the  Orange  River  Colony  and  the  Cape  had 
many  of  them  believed  in  Rhodes  and  were  not  in  sympathy 
with  the  reactionary  party  among  the  Transvaal  Boers  headed 
by  President  Kruger. 

The  situation  in  South  Africa  had  for  ten  years  past  been 
complicated  by  a  new  element.  The  discovery  of  gold  reefs 
on  the  long  ridge  of  the  Witwatersrand  Hills  north  of  the  Vaal 
River,  led  to  the  growth  of  Johannesburg  as  a  cosmopolitan 
centre  in  the  heart  of  the  little  republic  of  Bible-reading  farmers. 
The  seventeenth  century  and  the  late  nineteenth  century  were 
brought  into  dangerously  sudden  contact,  which  the  obstinacy 
of  one  party  and  the  impatience  of  the  other  soon  drew  on  to 
tragic  issues. 

Paul  Kruger  was  a  man  of  ability  and  force  of  character, 
with  ideas  limited  to  those  of  the  farmer  patriarchs  whom  he 
had  accompanied  on  the  original  ‘  great  trek  ’  out  of  British 
territory  sixty  years  before.  He  denied  the  Republican  fran¬ 
chise  to  the  newcomers,  obstructed  their  mining  developments, 
yet  taxed  them  heavily.  The  quarrel  between  the  ‘  Uitlanders  ’ 
and  the  President  waxed  hot.  Rhodes  then  held  power  in  a 
double  capacity,  as  Premier  of  the  Cape,  and  as  Managing 
Director  of  the  British  South  Africa  Company,  whose  Rhode¬ 
sian  developments,  encircling  the  Transvaal  to  the  north, 
added  greatly  to  Kruger’s  old-world  fears.  In  an  evil  hour 
Rhodes  committed  an  act  which  seemed  to  justify  all  the 

1  See  p.  41 1,  above. 
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President’s  harsh  forebodings  and  jealousies.  He  secretly 
offered  the  aid  of  the  armed  forces  of  the  British  South  Africa 
Company  to  a  projected  rising  of  Uitlanders.  In  other  words, 
Rhodesia  was  to  invade  the  Transvaal,  at  the  orders  of  the 
Prime  Minister  of  the  Cape. 

The  projected  rising  at  Johannesburg  was  never  attempted, 
and  Rhodes  cancelled  too  late  his  orders  for  invasion,  because 
the  non-British  section  of  the  Uitlanders  objected  to  the  Union 
Jack,  and  aimed  at  an  international  republic.  Unfortunately 
Dr.  Jameson,  administrator  of  Rhodesia,  contrary  to  his  chief’s 
latest  instructions,  began  the  invasion  of  the  Transvaal  with 
six  hundred  troopers,  who  were  surrounded  and  captured  by 
the  Boers  before  ever  they  reached  Johannesburg.  They  were 
handed  over  to  the  British  Government  and  imprisoned. 

This  weak  and  foolish  outrage  united  the  Dutch  race 
against  the  British  all  over  South  Africa.  Rhodes,  who  was 
implicated  up  to  the  hilt,  resigned  the  Premiership  of  the  Cape. 
He  appeared  before  a  Parliamentary  committee  of  inquiry 
in  London,  whose  proceedings  did  not  succeed  in  removing 
from  Dutch  minds  their  suspicions  of  the  attitude  of  the  British 
government.  Words  used  by  Chamberlain  in  Parliament 
seemed  to  them  too  favourable  to  Rhodes,  while  Rhodes’ 
public  utterances  left  them  with  the  impression  that  the 
English  only  regretted  the  affair  because  it  had  failed. 

‘  I  found  all  the  ’busmen  smiling  at  me  when  I  came  to 
London,’  said  Rhodes,  ‘and  then  I  knew  I  was  all  right!’ 
The  excuse  for  the  attitude  of  a  great  part  of  the  British  public 
towards  the  Raid  was  the  telegram  of  the  Kaiser  offering  his 
sympathy  to  Kruger.  Three  years  later  Rhodes  met  the  Kaiser 
and  said  to  him  about  these  events,  ‘  You  see,  I  was  a  naughty 
boy,  and  you  tried  to  whip  me.  Now  my  people  were  quite 
ready  to  whip  me  for  being  a  naughty  boy,  but  directly  you 
did  it,  they  said,  “  No,  if  this  is  anybody’s  business,  it  is  ours." 
The  result  was  that  Your  Majesty  got  yourself  very  much 
disliked  by  the  English  people,  and  I  never  got  whipped  at  all !  ’ 

The  reactionary  party  among  the  Transvaal  Boers  now 
had  the  game  in  their  hands.  They  began  to  arm  on  quite  a 
new  scale  for  a  war  which  they  henceforth  regarded  as  inevit¬ 
able.  Worst  of  all,  Dutch  sympathy  in  the  Orange  Free  State 
and  the  Cape  was  now  more  with  them  than  against  them. 
The  stage  was  set  for  the  great  Boer  War  with  which  the 
century  closed. 
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In  1896  Sir  Herbert  Kitchener,  Sirdar  of  the  Egyptian 
army,  began  operations  southwards  against  the  Soudan.  It 
seemed  an  answer  from  the  far  north  to  Rhodes’  Cape-to-Cairo 
scheme,  but  in  fact  it  was  only  the  fulfilment  of  Cromer’s  long- 
cherished  purpose,  possible  at  last  now  that  he  had  given 
Egypt  sound  finances  and  a  reliable  army.1 

Long  preparation  and  forethought,  local  knowledge,  mech¬ 
anical  perfection,  and  withal  economy  of  expenditure,  marked 
Kitchener’s  two  and  a  half  years’  campaign.  It  ended  in  the 
conquest  of  all  the  obstacles  of  the  desert,  and  the  annihilation 
with  machine-gun  and  magazine-rifle  of  the  fanatical  Mahdist 
1898  hordes  at  Omdurman  outside  Khartoum.  The  Soudan  under 
Mahdism  had  been  the  focus  of  revived  Mohammedan  slave- 
trade  in  the  interior  of  Africa.  The  conquest  and  government 
of  the  Soudan  by  a  civilised  Power  was  essential  to  the  welfare 
of  the  continent,  as  well  as  to  the  safety  of  Egypt. 

Unlike  Egypt,  the  Soudan  fell  unconditionally  under 
British  and  Egyptian  rule,  free  from  interference  by  any  other 
country.  But  there  was  first  a  sharp  diplomatic  struggle  with 
France,  at  one  moment  threatening  war.  Some  French  ex- 
1898  plorers  under  Major  Marchand  had  reached  Fashoda,  higher 
up  the  river  even  than  Khartoum,  at  the  time  of  Kitchener’s 
conquest.  But  their  claim  on  behalf  of  France  was  disallowed. 
Feeling  between  the  two  countries  was  further  embittered  by 
the  sympathy  of  the  British  public  with  the  wrongs  of  Captain 
Dreyfus.  The  victory  of  the  ‘  revisionists,’  who  had  demanded 
his  retrial,  shortly  afterwards  made  the  way  easier  for  a 
rapprochement  with  England. 

A  few  years  after  the  Fashoda  incident,  France  realised 
that  it  was  too  late  to  renew  her  ambitions  on  the  Nile,  and 
in  return  for  our  recognition  of  her  claims  in  Morocco,  aban- 
1904  doned  her  hostility  to  our  presence  in  Egypt.  The  difficulties 
of  our  administration  in  the  new  century  were  to  arise  not  from 
the  Capitulations  or  from  the  hostility  of  European  Powers, 
but  from  the  spirit  of  nationalism,  rising  there  as  in  India, 
and  no  longer  to  be  denied,  even  though  our  administration 
conferred  great  benefits  on  the  peasantry  and  the  people  at 
large. 

Meanwhile  the  mother  country  had  been  aroused  to  a 
living  interest  in  the  Dominions  and  Colonies,  and  Austral- 

1  See  pp.  387-388,  above. 
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asians  as  well  as  Canadians  had  begun  to  be  keenly  conscious  of 
their  position  in  the  Empire  and  their  relation  to  powers  out¬ 
side  it.  Talk  about  secession  and  ‘  parting  friends  ’  died  away 
as  the  century  drew  near  its  close.  The  first  Imperial  Confer¬ 
ences  had  been  held,  in  connection  with  the  Queen’s  two 
Jubilees,  the  pageantry  and  sentiment  of  which  took  on  an  1887 
Imperial  even  more  than  a  national  aspect  in  appealing  to  the  1897 
popular  imagination. 

There  was,  however,  a  set-back  to  the  first  plans  of  British 
statesmen,  who  had  hoped  to  create  a  formal  constitution  and 
parliament  for  a  federated  Empire.  That  idea  was  coldly 
received  in  the  self-governing  Dominions.  Each  was  now  a 
growing  nation,  proud  of  its  own  distinctive  ideals,  and  more 
anxious  to  obtain  security  by  association  with  kindred  nations 
than  to  merge  its  individuality  and  rights  of  independent 
action  in  a  larger  whole.  What  great  things  voluntary  co¬ 
operation  could  do  for  the  Empire  was  shortly  to  be  shown 
in  the  action  of  Canada  and  Australasia  in  the  Boer  War,  as 
it  has  since  been  shown  on  a  vaster  scale  and  in  a  time  of  yet 
more  tragic  peril. 

Blood-relationship,  affection  and  common  traditions  were 
potent,  and  so  too  was  the  desire  for  a  mutual  guarantee  of 
security  against  outside  aggression.  In  the  ’eighties  and 
’nineties  Australia  began  to  be  uneasily  conscious  of  the 
‘  Pacific  problem,’  of  the  Germans  in  New  Guinea  and  Samoa, 
and  of  the  rising  power  of  ‘  Westernised  ’  Japan,  with  her 
critical  eyes  turned  on  the  vast  spaces  denied  to  Oriental 
immigrants  by  the  ‘  White  Australia  ’  policy.  That  policy, 
originating  in  the  Trade  Unions,  has  in  our  day  become  a 
national  resolve.1  But  a  national  resolve  of  so  serious  a  char¬ 
acter  demands  a  nation  to  enforce  it.  Not  only  a  sense  of  the 
value  of  the  Imperial  connection  and  of  the  British  fleet,  but 
the  desire  for  internal  unity  was  quickened  among  the  Aus¬ 
tralian  colonies  in  the  last  years  of  the  old  century.  In  1900, 
after  a  decade  of  discussion  and  postponement,  the  terms  of 
the  Federal  Union  were  agreed  upon,  the  several  colonies  be¬ 
coming  States  of  the  Australian  Commonwealth.2  Three  weeks 

1  Australia,  even  more  ‘socialistically’  inclined  than  the  mother  country, 
tended  to  care  more  about  the  distribution  and  less  about  the  accumula¬ 
tion  of  wealth,  more  about  the  average  quality  of  the  citizen,  and  very 
little  about  the  increase  in  population. 

=  See  p.  338,  above.  Raifway  construction  had  rendered  the  Union 
possible. 
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Jan.  before  the  death  of  Queen  Victoria,  the  birth  of  the  new  nation 
1901  was  proclaimed  on  the  first  day  of  the  new  century. 

The  Dominion  of  Canada  had  achieved  Federal  Union  a 
generation  before  under  the  leadership  of  Sir  John  Macdonald.1 
His  death  in  1891  was  soon  followed  by  the  end  of  the  long 
supremacy  of  the  Canadian  Conservative  party,  to  whom  the 
Imperial  connection  had  owed  most.  But  the  new  Liberal 
party,  when  it  came  to  power,  although  it  was  largely  depen¬ 
dent  on  the  votes  of  the  French  Catholic  element,  learned  to 
1896-  set  a  high  value  on  the  Empire,  during  the  Premiership  of  Sir 
1911  Wilfred  Laurier.  His  striking  figure  was  the  observed  of  all 
observers  in  London  at  the  Jubilee  of  1897,  and  his  govern¬ 
ment  gave  to  the  mother  country  a  preference  of  over  thirty 
per  cent,  in  the  Canadian  tariff. 

In  the  ’eighties  and  ’nineties  the  revived  protectionism  of 
Canada  and  the  United  States  helped  to  cause  friction  between 
them.  Dangerous  disputes  about  fishing  rights  and  the  Alas¬ 
kan  boundary 2  at  Klondyke  were  continually  postponed  and 
eventually  settled  by  a  series  of  agreements  and  arbitrations. 

But  the  most  serious  danger  of  war  with  the  United  States 
arose  on  a  question  that  did  not  concern  Canada.  Periodic 
disputes  as  to  the  boundary  between  the  South  American 
Republic  of  Venezuela  and  British  Guiana  had  been  in  process 
for  generations.  It  was  a  diplomatic  ‘  case  in  Chancery,’  with¬ 
out  a  beginning  anyone  remembered  or  an  end  anyone  expected. 
At  length  in  the  summer  of  1895  the  United  States  began 
seriously  to  put  forward  claims  to  a  decisive  voice  in  the  matter, 
under  an  extended  modern  interpretation  of  the  Monroe  Doc¬ 
trine.3  ‘  To-day  the  United  States,’  wrote  Secretary  Olney, 
‘  is  practically  sovereign  on  this  Continent,  and  its  fiat  is  law 
upon  the  subjects  to  which  it  confines  its  interposition.’  Lord 
Salisbury  did  not  admit  the  claim.  Suddenly,  in  December 
1895,  President  Cleveland,  hitherto  noted  for  a  generally 
pacific  policy,  sent  a  message  to  Congress  asserting  the  claim 
of  the  United  States  to  be  a  party  in  the  dispute,  at  the  cost, 
if  necessary,  of  war. 

On  both  sides  of  the  Atlantic  men  were  taken  completely 
by  surprise.  But  while  America  rose  up  with  a  shout  to  support 
the  President,  England  gave  an  instinctive  cry  of  horror  at 

1  See  pp.  263,  337,  above. 

a  In  1867  the  United  States  had  purchased  Alaska  from  Russia 

8  See  pp.  211-212,  above. 


IMPROVED  RELATIONS  419 

the  idea  of  war  with  the  United  States.  It  was  the  Christmas 
of  the  ‘  Jameson  Raid,’  and  when  the  Kaiser  telegraphed  his 
sympathies  to  Kfuger,  England  was  far  more  angry  with  his 
interference  than  with  that  of  President  Cleveland.  Lord 
Salisbury,  aroused  to  the  seriousness  of  the  situation,  took  the 
Venezuela  question  in  hand  in  his  best  manner,  and  consented 
to  submit  the  boundary  to  arbitration  on  certain  conditions. 
The  ‘  suit  in  Chancery  ’  was  soon  settled,  not  unfavourably  to 
Britain,  whose  claims  had  not  been  immoderate,  though  her 
objection  to  submit  the  question  to  an  arbitrator  had  been 
carried  on  too  long. 

The  outcome  of  President  Cleveland’s  message  was  an 
improvement  in  the  relations  of  the  two  countries.  They  now 
understood  each  other  better.  A  new  and  extended  interpreta¬ 
tion  of  the  Monroe  Doctrine  was  in  essence  accepted  by  British 
public  opinion,  even  though  some  of  Secretary  Olney’s  phrases 
about  ‘  sovereignty  ’  are  to  be  regarded  as  rhetorical.  The 
Americans  on  their  part  discovered  that  England  was  no 
longer  the  England  of  Palmerston,  and  was  very  much  more 
friendly  and  anxious  to  avoid  offence  than  in  the  days  of 
Lincoln  and  the  Civil  War.  A  sincere  desire  to  prevent  all 
danger  to  peace  was  soon  dominant  in  both  countries.  An 
impetus  was  given  to  the  movement  for  arbitration  in  general, 
and  in  particular  for  arbitration  between  Great  Britain  and  the 
United  States  in  all  future  cases  of  dispute. 

In  1898  the  United  States  went  to  war  with  Spain  about 
Cuba.  Again  the  instinctive  friendliness  of  Great  Britain 
formed  a  contrast  to  the  past  and  a  pledge  for  the  future. 
While  continental  Europe  took  the  side  of  Spain,  British 
public  opinion  was  equally  strongly  for  America.  From  that 
date  a  better  era  in  British-American  relations  began,  based 
on  mutual  goodwill,  felt  by  practically  all  the  British  on  one 
side,  and  by  very  large  sections  of  the  inhabitants  of  the 
United  States  on  the  other,  especially  among  those  of  British 
origin.  The  Boer  War  of  the  following  year  would  have  aroused 
a  much  more  formidable  anti-British  movement  in  America, 
if  it  had  come  before  instead  of  after  the  Venezuela  incident 
and  the  Spanish-American  War. 

During  the  three  years  that  bridged  the  old  century  and 
the  new,  South  Africa  passed  through  a  fiery  ordeal  towards 
ultimate  reconciliation  and  union. 
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In  1899  the  Uitlanders  of  Johannesburg  began  to  petition 
Queen  Victoria  as  to  their  wrongs.  Chamberlain  took  up  the 
franchise  question  with  President  Kruger,  and  a  conference 
was  held  in  June  between  the  British  High  Commissioner, 
Sir  Alfred  Milner,  and  the  Boer  President.  A  franchise  after 
five  years’  residence  was  demanded,  and  the  old  claim  to 
‘  suzerainty  ’  over  the  Transvaal  was  raised  once  more.1 

Unfortunately  the  events  of  three  years  back  had 
strengthened  Kruger’s  position  among  the  Dutch  of  the 
Transvaal.  Had  it  not  been  for  the  Raid,  the  growing  de¬ 
sire  among  the  younger  men  for  a  settlement  would  probably 
have  overborne  his  obstinacy.  Even  now  it  was  a  question  for 
British  statesmen  to  decide,  whether  they  should  not  wait  for  his 
death,  and  for  the  work  of  time  to  overlay  the  suspicion  aroused 
by  the  Jameson  adventure.  But  they  were  alarmed  at  the 
military  preparation  in  the  Transvaal,  and  they  felt  that  they 
could  not  permit  it  to  go  forward.  In  one  sense,  indeed,  they 
were  not  frightened  enough  by  the  military  preparation,  for  they 
despised  their  enemy.  They  neglected  all  warnings,  even  when 
officially  given,  that  in  case  of  war  the  Orange  Free  State 
would  join  the  Transvaal,  and  that  mounted  men  in  great 
numbers  would  be  required  to  contend  on  equal  terms  with 
the  Boers,  all  of  whom  were  riders  and  marksmen,  knowing 
the  open  veldt  as  sailors  know  the  sea.  On  neither  side  were 
the  negotiations  carried  on  with  a  very  earnest  desire  for  peace. 

In  October  1899  war  broke  out,  while  our  forces  in  South 
Africa  were  still  quite  inadequate.  The  Boers  invaded  our 
territory  on  three  sides  at  once,  and  laid  siege  to  Mafeking, 
Kimberley  and  Ladysmith.2  The  gallant  defence  of  these 
places  saved  Cape  Colony  from  serious  invasion,  which 
political  conditions  would  have  rendered  a  terrible  danger. 

1899  In  one  ‘  black  week  ’  of  December  the  relieving  forces  destined 
for  Ladysmith  and  Kimberley,  and  the  force  making  head 
against  the  invasion  of  Cape  Colony,  were  all  three  defeated. 
The  most  serious  of  these  defeats  was  the  check  to  Sir  Redvers 
Buller  in  Natal  in  his  attempt  to  cross  the  Tugela  River  at 
Colenso  on  the  way  to  Ladysmith. 

The  week  of  disaster  roused  Britain  and  roused  the 
Dominions,  who  voluntarily  came  forward  in  the  hour  of  need. 
The  Imperial  idea,  coupled  with  the  individual  nationhood  of 
Canada,  Australia  and  New  Zealand,  received  an  impetus  such 

1  See  p.  385,  above.  2  See  Map,  p.  4x3,  above. 
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as  no  speeches  or  conferences  could  have  given.  France,  Ger¬ 
many  and  Europe  were  hostile  to  our  side  of  the  quarrel,  but 
the  supremacy  of  the  British  fleet  was  unchallenged.  Vast 
armies  of  British,  Canadians  and  Australasians  were  hastily 
levied  and  poured  into  South  Africa.  The  veteran  Lord 
Roberts,  of  Afghan  fame,  was  put  in  command,  and  Lord 
Kitchener  of  Khartoum  was  his  Chief  of  Staff.  The  general 
direction  of  their  march  was  from  the  neighbourhood  of  Kim¬ 
berley  through  Bloemfontein  to  Pretoria.  On  the  way  they  Feb. 
captured  a  Boer  army  under  Cronje  at  Paardeberg — the  1900 
turning  point  of  the  war.  Their  advance  relieved  the  pressure 
on  the  besieged  garrisons,  and  when  the  capitals  of  the  two 
Republics  were  in  his  hands,  Lord  Roberts  thought  very  June 
excusably  that  he  had  brought  the  war  to  an  end.  1900 

The  relief  of  remote  Mafeking,  defended  by  Baden  Powell, 
the  destined  founder  of  the  Boy  Scouts,  was  a  welcome  and 
romantic  event,  though  not  of  great  military  importance.  It 
aroused  in  the  streets  of  English  towns  an  orgy  of  relieved 
feelings  and  relaxed  dignity.  The  scenes  of  ‘  Mafeking  ’  night 
gave  token,  alarming  to  many,  that  the  city  dweller  of  the  new 
England  was  very  different  from  the  rural  John  Bull  who  had 
lit  his  quiet  bonfire  after  Waterloo.  But  it  is  remarkable  that  no 
such  scenes  of  ‘  mafficking  ’  were  witnessed  during  the  Great 
War  of  our  own  day  until  the  news  arrived  of  its  termination. 

In  Lord  Roberts’  campaign  far  more  men  had  perished  of 
typhoid  than  of  wounds  in  battle.  In  the  relatively  greater 
destructive  power  of  disease,  the  Boer  War  repeated  the  experi¬ 
ence  of  many  previous  wars,  but  affords  a  striking  contrast 
to  the  statistics  1914-18,  when  typhoid  and  cholera  inocu¬ 
lation  reserved  the  greatest  hecatombs  of  victims  for  Mars  in 
person.  In  the  Boer  War  artillery  played  only  a  minor  part, 
and  after  the  first  sharp  lessons  in  December  the  fighting  was 
in  very  open  order,  a  magnified  and  ubiquitous  skirmish  over 
the  veldt.  We  lost  20,000  lives  in  the  three  years  of  the  war, 
the  greater  number  by  illness. 

Rhodes  had  been  in  Kimberley  during  the  siege,  broken 
in  health  but  with  energy  enough  left  to  embarrass  the  military 
authorities.  After  the  capture  of  Pretoria  he,  like  others, 
thought  for  a  while  that  the  war  was  over.  While  still  under 
this  impression  he  made  at  Cape  Town  a  prophetic  speech, 
which  may  be  taken  as  his  last  political  will  and  testament.  Qct> 

‘  You  think  you  have  beaten  the  Dutch!  ’  he  said  to  the  over-  1900 
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eager  Loyalists  who  had  come  to  hear  him.  ‘  It  is  not  so.  The 
Dutch  are  not  beaten.  What  is  beaten  is  Krugerism,  a  corrupt 
and  evil  government,  no  more  Dutch  in  essence  than  English. 
Nol  The  Dutch  are  as  vigorous  and  unconquered  to-day  as 
they  have  ever  been ;  the  country  is  still  as  much  theirs  as 
yours,  and  you  will  have  to  live  and  work  with  them  hereafter 
as  in  the  past.’  Two  years  later  he  was  dead.  His  errors  have 
been  repaired  and  his  higher  hopes  fulfilled  by  other  men,  not 
least  by  two  great  leaders  of  those  Dutchmen  whom  he  pro¬ 
nounced  unconquered  and  designated  as  our  future  friends. 

But  while  Rhodes  on  that  October  day  was  prophesying 
over  the  heads  of  the  Loyalists  at  Cape  Town,  Louis  Botha  and 
Jan  Christian  Smuts,  no  less  than  De  Wet  and  De  la  Rey,  were 
girding  up  their  loins  to  fight  to  the  last  for  their  country’s 
freedom.  The  astonishing  resistance  of  the  Boer  farmers 
proved  able,  under  great  leadership,  to  keep  the  whole  force 
of  the  Empire  busy  for  two  more  years. 

It  was  a  guerrilla  war,  but  of  a  unique  grandeur.  The  far¬ 
mers  were  not  in  uniform ;  we  accepted  that  irregularity  and, 
instead  of  treating  them  as  francs-tireurs ,  gave  them  all  the 
rights  of  regular  combatants.  We  had  to  employ  whole  armies 
to  guard  the  long  lines  of  railway  which  fed  our  troops,  and 
the  ‘  block-houses  ’  with  which  Kitchener  occupied  and  con¬ 
trolled  the  country.  ‘  Drives  ’  over  whole  districts  brought  us 
in  prisoners  and  material,  while  the  nomad  Boer  ‘  Commandos’ 
often  attacked  and  captured  our  men,  and  let  them  go  again 
disarmed,  having  no  means  of  keeping  them.  Finally,  to  catch 
the  farmers  in  these  vast  spaces  where  the  scattered  population 
was  on  their  side,  it  was  found  that  no  method  would  answer 
but  to  destroy  their  farms  and  concentrate  their  families  in 
camps.  Unfortunately,  many  of  the  children  died  there.  In 
the  end  the  material  means  of  further  resistance  were  exhausted. 

A  war  fought  under  such  conditions  to  the  utmost  limit 
of  exhaustion  might  be  expected  to  leave  bitter  memories  that 
would  prevent  all  hope  of  reconciliation.  But  there  had  been 
very  little  intentional  cruelty  on  either  side.  And  after  the 
war,  statesmanship  and  good  feeling  triumphed  over  fear  and 
revenge. 

By  the  Peace  of  Vereeniging  the  Boers  became  British 
subjects.  They  were  promised  money  to  rebuild  their  farms, 
self-government  as  soon  as  possible,  and  the  Dutch  and 
English  languages  in  schools  and  law-courts.  These  terms 
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were  kept.  The  Conservative  Ministry  that  made  the  Peace 
effected  the  material  reconstruction,  and  the  Liberal  govern¬ 
ment  of  1906,  under  Sir  Henry  Campbell-Bannerman’s 
leadership,  boldly  trusted  our  late  enemies  with  complete  re¬ 
sponsible  self-government.  Botha  and  Smuts  rose  to  the  head 
of  affairs,  and  in  1909  the  Union  of  South  Africa  was  accom¬ 
plished  by  the  free  act  of  all  the  Colonies  concerned. 

The  various  consequences  that  the  Boer  War  had  for 
Britain  and  the  Empire  do  not  belong  to  the  History  of  the 
Nineteenth  Century,  which  may  well  be  closed  with  the  death 
of  Queen  Victoria  on  January  22,  1901. 


.  Queen  Victoria  had  put  an  end  to  the  Republican  move¬ 
ment  in  Great  Britain  and  in  the  Dominions,  not  by  what  she 
had  done,  but  by  what  she  had  been,  and  by  what  she  had 
refrained  from  doing.  She  had  won  back  public  respect  for 
the  monarchy  in  her  person.  And  she  had  disarmed  political 
hostility  to  the  throne  by  effacing  its  occupant  as  a  governing 
power.  It  was  her  habit  to  express  to  her  advisers,  often  with 
unnecessary  emphasis,  her  views  on  all  public  questions,  but 
she  had  not  insisted  on  having  her  way.  She  had  been  content 
with  a  purely  consultative  function  in  relation  to  Ministers 
who  were  in  effect  chosen  for  her  by  Parliament,  sometimes 
much  against  her  own  ideas  of  their  fitness. 

She  had  made  the  monarchy  welcome  everywhere,  as  the 
representative  of  the  public  life  of  the  nation  in  its  non-political 
aspects.  All  through  her  reign,  but  most  of  all  during  its  last 
twenty  years,  she  had  appealed  to  the  common  human  heart 
of  plain  people,  as  a  woman  who  was  herself  decidedly  a  *  plain 
person,’  more  apt  than  the  clever,  the  cultured  or  the  aristo¬ 
cratic  of  soul  to  sympathise  with  the  elementary  joys  and 
sorrows  of  her  subjects.  When  she  said  that  she  was  grieved 
by  some  public  or  private  calamity,  people  knew  that  her  sorrow 
was  sincere,  and  of  the  same  nature  as  their  own.  There  was 
nothing  superfine  about  Queen  Victoria  in  her  widowhood. 
None  the  less,  she  made  the  world  recognise  in  her  the  symbol 
of  all  that  was  mighty  and  lasting  in  the  life  of  England  and 
of  the  races  associated  with  England  in  Empire.  Because  she 
thus  combined  the  very  human  and  the  very  high,  sentiment 
about  her  person  became,  at  the  end,  akin  to  the  religious. 
And  for  an  Empire  which  desired  to  hold  together  in  brother- 
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hood,  but  refused  to  be  federated  into  a  single  parliamentary 
Constitution,  the  only  possible  unit,  in  symbolism  or  in  law, 
was  found,  at  last  to  be  the  historic  Crown  of  Britain. 

The  middle  and  later  years  of  the  nineteenth  century, 
the  most  progressively  prosperous  and,  in  the  sum  of  genius 
and  achievement,  perhaps  the  most  solidly  great  in  our  annals, 
have  been  called  the  Victorian  era.  Victoria  did  not,  like 
Elizabeth  or  Louis  XIV,  decide  by  her  personal  choice  the 
trend  and  policy  of  the  age  that  bears  her  name.  And  yet, 
when  her  Jubilee  came  to  be  celebrated,  the  people  did  not 
dissociate  her  from  their  deep  gratitude  for  what  had  happened 
to  them  and  to  their  fathers,  since  the  day  when  first  she  had 
stepped  from  the  schoolroom  to  take  the  headship  of  a  divided 
and  impoverished  nation. 

Though  all  was  not  well  in  1897,  yet,  in  those  sixty  years 
past,  millions  had  come  out  of  the  house  of  bondage  and  misery 
into  which  the  unregulated  advent  of  the  Industrial  Revolution 
had  plunged  its  victims.  In  the  same  years  our  people  had 
spread  far  over  the  face  of  the  globe,  carrying  with  them,  on 
the  whole,  justice,  civilisation  and  prosperity  where  they  went. 
Great  men  of  genius  in  literature,  science  and  thought  had 
adorned  an  age  when  civilisation  seemed  for  awhile  to  be 
strong  both  in  quantity  and  in  quality,  and  had  helped  to  make 
common  during  her  reign  certain  standards  of  intellectual 
seriousness  and  freedom.  As  the  little  grey  figure  passed  in 
her  open  carriage  through  the  shouting  streets,  there  was  a 
sense  that  we  had  come  into  port  after  a  long  voyage.  But  in 
human  affairs  there  is  no  permanent  haven,  and  we  are  for 
ever  setting  out  afresh  across  new  and  stormy  seas. 
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ENCLOSURES  OF  LAND 


(Referring  to  Chapters  I  and  IX) 

(а)  A  fascinating  field  of  antiquarian  research  and  speculation  is  opened  up 
by  the  problem  of  the  ancient  history  of  enclosure.  In  some  parts,  e.g.  in  some 
forest  districts  in  the  south,  and  in  some  of  the  disturbed  borderlands  to  west  and 
north,  it  is  possible  that  the  communal  village  agriculture  of  the  ‘  open-field  ’ 
system  had  never  taken  root,  but  that  the  original  method  of  settlement  had 
been  the  isolated  farmstead  with  a  compact  holding.  It  is  possible  also  that,  in 
the  West,  Celtic  land  tenure  affected  early  methods  of  farming  and  enclosure. 

It  is  important  to  remember,  in  trying  to  visualise  the  England  of  1760, 
that  the  ‘  open-field  ’  system,  described  on  p.  6,  above,  was  the  normal  type 
only  in  the  big  east-midland  belt  of  fine  corn-land,  stretching  from  Yorkshire 
north,  and  from  Norfolk  east,  to  Wiltshire  south  and  west. 

(б)  The  following  table  gives  the  figures  of  the  last  great  period  of  enclosure, 
about  which  we  know  far  more  than  about  the  many  preceding  periods  of 
enclosure : 


Enclosures  by  Act  of  Parliament  (Private  Bills) 


Years 

1700-1760 

1761-1801 

1802-1844 


Common  Field  and 
some  Waste 
237,845  acres 
2,428,721  „ 

1,610,302  „ 


Waste  only 

74,518  acres 
752>r5°  » 
939>°43  » 


But  the  amount  of  land  enclosed  between  1700  and  1760  was  greater  than 
this  table  indicates,  because  enclosure  by  Private  Act  of  Parliament  only  came  in 
during  the  course  of  the  eighteenth  century,  and  we  cannot  gauge  the  amount  of 
enclosure  by  the  number  of  Acts  with  any  safety  before  1760.  Mr.  Gonner  has 
shown  that  enclosure  was  proceeding  on  a  large  scale  without  Act  of  Parliament 
throughout  the  seventeenth  and  early  eighteenth  centuries.  But  many  of  the 
earlier  enclosures  had  not  been  accompanied  by  a  redistribution  of  land  so  de¬ 
structive  to  small  farmers  and  to  the  old  order  of  society  as  the  later  enclosures  nor¬ 
mally  were.  Thus  we  read  in  Mr.  Bishton’s  Report  on  Shropshire  to  the  Board 
of  Agriculture  (1794)  :  ‘  This  county  does  not  contain  much  common  field  lands, 
most  of  those  having  been  formerly  enclosed,  and  before  Acts  of  Parliament  for 
that  purpose  were  in  use.  But  the  inconvenience  of  the  property  being  detached 
and  intermixed  in  small  parcels  is  severely  felt,  as  is  also  the  inconvenience  of 
having  the  small  farm  buildings  in  villages,  the  lands  occupied  therewith  of  course 
being  distant.’  He  goes  on  to  complain  of  the  smallness  of  the  farms. 
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i770_I782- 

1782. 

1782- 1783. 

1783- 

1783-1801. 

1801-1804. 

1804-1806. 

1806- 1807. 

1807- 1809. 
1809-1812. 
1812-1827. 

1827. 

1827. 

1828-1830. 

1830-1834. 

1834. 

1834- 1835. 

1835- 1841. 
1841-1846. 
1846-1852. 
1852. 

1852-1855. 

1 8  5  5—1 858. 

1858- 1859. 

1859- 1865. 

1865- 1866. 

1866- 1868. 
1868-1874. 
1874-1880. 
1880-1885. 

1885- 1886. 
1886. 

1886- 1892. 

1892-1894. 

1894- 1895. 

1895- 1902. 
[1902-1905. 
1905-1908. 
1908-1915. 

191 5- 1916. 

1916- 1918. 


LIST  OF  MINISTRIES 

North  Ministry  (Tory,  King’s  Friends). 

Rockingham  Ministry  (Whig). 

Shelburne  Ministry  (King’s  Friends  and  Chathamites). 

Coalition  Ministry  of  North  and  Fox  (Whigs  and  Tories). 

First  Pitt  Ministry  (Chathamites  and  King’s  Friends,  gradually 
becoming  Tory  ;  Conservative  Whigs  join  in  1794). 
Addington  Ministry  (Tory). 

Pitt’s  Second  Ministry  (Tory). 

Ministry  of  All-the-Talents  (Whigs  and  Tories). 

Portland  Ministry  (Tory). 

Perceval  Ministry  (Tory). 

Liverpool  Ministry  (Tory),  becoming  more  liberal  in  policy 
after  1822. 

Canning  Ministry  (Liberal  Tory). 

Goderich  Ministry  (Liberal  Tory). 

Wellington-Peel  Ministry  (Tory). 

Grey  Ministry  (Whig). 

First  Melbourne  Ministry  (Whig). 

First  Peel  Ministry  (Conservative). 

Melbourne  Ministry  (Whig). 

Second  Peel  Ministry  (Conservative). 

Lord  J.  Russell’s  Ministry  (Whig). 

First  Derby-Disraeli  Ministry  (Conservative). 

Aberdeen  Coalition  Ministry  (Peelites  and  Whigs). 

First  Palmerston  Ministry  (Whig). 

Second  Derby-Disraeli  Ministry  (Conservative). 

Second  Palmerston  Ministry  (Whigs  and  Peelites,  Liberals). 

Earl  Russell’s  Ministry  (Liberal). 

Third  Derby-Disraeli  Ministry  (Conservative). 

First  Gladstone  Ministry  (Liberal). 

Disraeli  Ministry  (Conservative). 

Second  Gladstone  Ministry  (Liberal). 

Salisbury  Ministry  (Conservative). 

Third  Gladstone  Ministry  (Liberal). 

Salisbury  Unionist  Ministry  (Conservative,  supported  by  Liberal 
Unionists). 

Fourth  Gladstone  Ministry  (Liberal). 

Rosebery  Ministry  (Liberal). 

Salisbury  Ministry  (Unionist). 

Balfour  Ministry  (Unionist). 

Campbell-Bannerman  Ministry  (Liberal). 

Asquith  Ministry  (Liberal). 

Asquith  Ministry  (Coalition). 

Lloyd  George  Ministry  (Coalition).) 
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306-8 

Nile,  battle  of,  83,  92,  112 
Nive,  131 
Nivelle,  131 
Nootka  Sound,  43,  178 
Nore,  mutiny  at  the,  83,  90-1 
Norfolk,  145,  425 

North,  Lord  (1732-1792),  18,  36-7, 
4°-L  47 

Northcote,  Sir  Stafford  (1818-1887), 
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Northumberland,  1 57 
Norwich,  16,  67 
Nyassaland,  411,  413 


Oastler,  Richard  (1789-1861),  248 
O’Brien,  William  Smith  (1803-1864), 
289 

O’Connell,  Daniel  (1775-1847),  104, 
218-21,  231,  244,  287-9,  392 
O’Connor,  Feargus  (1794-1855),  252 
Oczakoff,  43-4 

Old-age  pensions  proposed,  400 
Oliver,  the  spy,  188 
Olney,  Secretary,  418-9 
Omdurman,  416 
Orangism,  100-4,  218,  395 
Orders  in  Council,  128,  130,  175 
Oregon,  178-9,  290-2 
Orsini  outrage,  325 
Oudh,  47,  319-322 

Owen,  Robert  (1771-1858),  183-6,  198, 
201,  247-9,  251-  2,  277,  402,  404 
Oxford.  See  Universities 
Oxford  Movement,  the,  2x7,  280-1 


44I 

Paardeberg, 421 

Paine,  Thomas  (1737-1809),  xv,  60-1, 
64-67,  72,  158,  161,  186,  343-4 
Palm,  German  bookseller,  115,  120 
Palmerston,  Lord  (1784-1865),  248  n., 
285  ;  early  career,  198,  215,  231  ; 
views  on  Reform,  226,  230,  296-7, 
343  ;  on  ecclesiastical  questions,  232, 
285  ;  at  Foreign  Office  in  ’thirties, 
232-4,  316 ;  at  Foreign  Office  in 
’forties,  272,  296-9 ;  his  foreign 
policy  in  'fifties,  299,  302,  308,  324-5, 
365  ;  his  foreign  policy  in  ’sixties, 

325-9,  334-  336,  338-9,  365,  419 ; 

Prime  Minister  (1855-8),  306,  308, 
324-5 ;  Prime  Minister  (1860-5), 
chap,  xxi  passim ;  career  and 
characteristics,  198,  232,  296-7, 

339-40 

Pampeluna,  131-2 
Paper  Duty  repeal,  329  n. 

Papineau’s  rebellion,  260 
Paris,  Declaration  of  (1856),  308 
Park,  Mungo  (1771-1806),  50  n. 
Parker,  Sir  Hyde  (1739-1807),  97-8 
Parliament,  House  of  Commons,  old 
methods  of  election,  before  1832, 
13-15,  17-19,  32,  4L  223,  240  n.\ 
1832-1867,  239-41,  370  n.  ;  1867- 
1884,  346-7, 370  n.  ;  i885~igi8,  389 
Parliament,  Flouse  of  Lords — crea¬ 
tion  of  peers,  40-1,  109  and  n.,  232, 
359  ;  action  on  Reform  Bills,  232, 
237-9,  347,  391  ;  action  on  Corn 
Laws,  272-3 ;  action  on  Church 
questions,  217,  350  ;  action  on 

Universities,  284  n.,  356;  action  on 
finance,  329  n.  ;  action  on  Irish 
tithe  and  land,  287-8 ;  action  on 
municipalities,  245,  288  ;  action  on 
Home  Rule,  408 ;  action  during 
Gladstone’s  first  Ministry,  350,  359  ; 
proposals  regarding,  65,  391 
Parnell,  Charles  Stewart  (1846-1891), 
104,  350,  384,  392-7,  406-8,  4x4 
Paul,  Czar,  84,  96-7 
Peacock,  Thomas  Love  (1785-1866), 
164 

Peel,  Sir  Robert,  the  elder  (1750-1830), 
41, 184-5, 197-8.  247 
Peel,  Sir  Robert  (1788-1850),  41,  231, 
295.  349  I  early  years,  190,  195,  198  ; 
reforms  Home  Office,  198-200,  235  5 
Catholic  Emancipation,  217,  220-1, 
344 ;  attitude  to  Parliamentary 
Reform,  197,  216,  236,  241,  269  ; 
reconstructs  party  after  Reform 
Bill,  245,  266-7  ;  relations  to  Queen 
Victoria,  265-6 ;  finance  and  Free 
Trade,  180,  202,  242,  267-76,  344, 
347 ;  Ireland  after  i82g,  220-1, 
288-9 1  ecclesiastical  affairs,  282, 
285,  287  j  foreign  and  American 
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affairs,  178,  290-2,  297,  365  ;  Minis¬ 
try  of  (1841-6),  266-74,  357  >‘  last 
years,  274  ;  Peelites,  the,  274,  298- 
299,  359  >'  characteristics,  198,  269, 
296  See  also  Police 
Peninsular  War,  the,  86,  87,  122-7, 
130-2,  137,  187,  305 
Perceval,  Spencer  (1762-1812),  118, 
128, 130 
Persia,  314,  320 

Peterloo,  1819,  the  movement  pre¬ 
ceding,  67,  71,  158,  188  ;  the  day 
and  after,  189-92 
Phoenicians,  153 

Phoenix  Park  murders,  394-5,  397, 
406-7 

Piedmont,  82,  135,  297,  303,  326,  360. 

See  also  Nice  and  Savoy 
Pigott,  Richard  (1828  ?-i88g),  407 
Pitt,  William  (1708-1778).  See  Earl 
of  Chatham 

Pitt,  William  (1759-1806),  xiv-xv,  1, 
18,  170,  232,  296  ;  period  1782-4, 
39-42  ;  period  1784-92,  42-59,  62-3, 
79 ;  period  1793-1801,  80-3,  87- 
91,  96,  108-9 ;  period  1801-1806, 
103-4,  hi,  113-14  ;  economic  and 
financial  policy,  42,  180,  202,  267  ; 
political  views  of,  40-1,  53,  62-3  ; 
Indian  policy  of,  46-50,  105-7, 

114;  Australian  policy  of,  55-6; 
Canadian  policy  of,  56-9,  114  ;  Irish 
policy  of,  58,  101-4,  217 ;  anti¬ 
slavery,  51,  53  ;  attitude  to  the 
war,  79-81,  88  ;  as  War  Minister, 
82,  87-91  j  repressive  policy,  68-73, 
109-10,  242  ■  creations  of  peers, 
etc.,  40-1,  109  and  n.,  232,  357  ■ 
character  and  achievement  of,  39, 
42,  45.  114 

Place,  Francis  (1771-1854),  165  n., 

183,  185,  200-202,  368,  403 
Plan  of  Campaign,  the,  406-7 
Plebiscites,  366 
Plevna,  376 

Plimsoll,  Samuel  (1824-1898),  372 
Plunkett,  Sir  Horace  ( b .  1854),  409 
Poachers,  23,  150-1,  168-9 
Poland,  44,  72-3,  80,  82-3,  85,  89,  1 14; 
Napoleon’s  grand  Party  of  Warsaw, 
120  j  fate  after  1813,  130,  134-5, 
141,  206 ;  Crimean  War,  302-3  ; 
later,  366-7 

Police — watchmen,  inefficiency  of,  13; 
Bow  Street,  origin  of,  23  ;  Peel’s 
new  police,  170,  199-200,  237 
Polignac,  227,  229  n. 

Political  Unions,  the  (1830-2),  226, 
238-9,  270 

Polk,  President,  291-2 
Pollard,  Professor  A.  F.,  14  n. 

Poor  Law  from  1795  to  1834,  148-50, 

I52.  249-51 


Pope,  temporal  power  of,  141,  361 
Porson,  Richard  (1759-1808),  27 
Portland,  Duke  of  (1738-1809),  68,  79 
Portugal,  42,  120,  122,  124-5,  128, 
130-1  ;  after  1815,  209,  234 
Positivists,  the,  363,  368 
Postage,  penny,  278  n. 

Prentice,  Archibald  (1792-1857),  cited, 
189  n.,  222-3 
Pretoria,  421 

Price,  Richard  (1 723-1 791),  62 
Priestley,  Joseph (1733-1804),  62-4,  342 
Primrose  League,  the,  381 
Prisons,  16,  31-2 
Prohibition  movement,  369 
Proportional  representation,  341 
Prussia,  43-4,  72  ;  in  the  French 
wars,  78-80,  82-5,  89,  93  n.,  96  j 
from  Jena  to  Leipzig,  114-15,  118, 
120,  133  ;  at  Vienna  and  Waterloo, 
134-8,  1 40-1  ;  from  1815-1870, 

293-4,  328,  338-9.  360-6  !  after 
1870,  see  Germany.  See  also  under 
Holy  Alliance 

Prussian  pastor  (Charles  Moritz),  cited, 
7,  17,  29  n. 

Public  Health,  159,  279,  370-1 
Punch  newspaper,  261,  275 
Punjab,  317-8,  320-2 
Pyrenees,  126  n.,  131-2 
Pytchley,  the,  168 


Quakers  (the  Society  of  Friends),  50-1 
Quarterly  Review,  181 
Quiberon,  87 
Quincy,  Josiah,  175 


Raffles,  Sir  Stamford  (1781-1826), 
139-40 

Raglan,  Lord  (1788-1855),  303 
Railways,  154,  222-3,  276,  337-8 
Raja  Ram  Mohan  Roy,  316 
Ran  jit  Singh,  318 

Rates,  personal  payment  of,  347  n. 
Redan,  Fort,  308 
Redistribution  (1884),  391 
Reform  Bill  of  1831-2. ..xvi,  19,  234- 
243;  of  1866-7. ..240,  342-7;  of  1884... 
389-91 

Reform  movements  (for  franchise) — 
1780-1830,  38,  40,  chap,  iv  passim, 
115,  158,  185-91,  194,  222-31; 

1833-1866,  240,  251-3,  295-6,  332- 
333.  34°-6  J  1868-1884,  389 
Retrenchment  and  economy,  180, 
227,  234-5,  364.  370 
Revolution  of  1688-9. ..15,  22,  25-6, 
30,  60 

Reynolds,  Sir  Joshua  (1723-1792),  20 
Rhine  frontier  (of  France),  89,  93,  no, 
132, 134-5 
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Rhodes,  Cecil  (1853-1902),  411-15, 
421-2 

Ricardo,  David  (1772-1823),  143 
Ritchie,  C.  T.,  later  Lord'  (1838-1906), 
401 

Roads,  state  of,  8-1 1,  165-7 
Roberts,  Lord,  360,  381,  421 
Robertson,  Principal  William  (1721- 
1793),  285 

Robespierre,  70,  85,  87,  93,  94,  293 
Rochdale  Pioneers,  277.  See  also  Co¬ 
operative  movement 
Rockingham,  Marquis  of  (1730-82), 
37-9 

Rocky  Mountains,  178,  337-8 
Rodney,  Admiral  (1719-1792),  42 
Romilly,  Sir  Samuel  (1757-1818), 
182-3,  199 

Rose,  George  (1744-1818),  41 
Rose,  Sir  Hugh,  Lord  Strathnairn 
(1801-1885),  322 
Rosebery,  Lord  (b.  1847),  409 
Rousseau,  J.  J.,  21,  74 
Royal  Society,  the,  162  n. 

Rugby  School,  171-2 
Rupert,  Prince,  6 
Rush,  Richard,  177 
Ruskin,  John  (1819-1900),  399,  403 
Russell,  Lord  John  (1792-1878),  248  n., 
285  ;  early  years,  196-7,  216,  231  ; 
Crimea,  302  ;  Reform  Bills,  235, 296 ; 
Municipal  Reform,  244-5 1  Corn 
Laws,  271-2  ;  relations  with  Palmer¬ 
ston,  298-9,  302,  324-5 ;  Canada, 
260-1;  Italy,  297  n.,  327-8,  331; 
American  Civil  War,  331,  334-6 ; 
Ireland,  287-8  ;  Denmark,  338-9  ; 
Prime  Minister  (1865-6),  342-5 
Russell,  (Sir)  William,  of  The  Times 
(1820-1907),  306 

Russia,  37,  72,  212 ;  in  the  French 
wars,  80,  84,  92-4,  96-7,  128,  130-3  ; 
in  the  Vienna  settlement,  134-5, 
138,  1 40-1  ;  relations  to  India,  96, 
316-17,  320 ;  early  relations  to 

Turkey,  43-4,  213 ;  relations  to 
Austria,  1848-60,  293-4,  3OI>  3°3- 
328  ;  Crimea,  301-4,  308  ;  from  1856 
to  1876,  328,  338-9.  364,  366-7  ; 
from  1876  onwards,  370-81,  391, 
41 1.  See  also  under  Holy  Alliance 
Rutland,  4  n.,  18 


Sadler,  Michael  (1780-1835),  248 
St.  Arnaud,  General,  303-4 
S.  Lucia,  138 
Saint-Simon,  402  n. 

Salamanca,  130 

Salisbury,  Lord,  Robert  Cecil,  Lord 
Cranborne  (1830-1903),  early  years, 
334  n.,  347,  356  ;  Eastern  question, 
373.  378-80,  391  n.  ;  franchise  nego- 
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tiations  (1884),  391  ;  first  Ministry 
(1885-6),  391,  395-6;  second  Minis¬ 
try  (1886-92),  401,  405-8,  411-13  ; 
third  Ministry  (1895-1902),  409-11, 
414-23  ;  Foreign  policy,  410-11, 
418-19  ;  characteristics,  410 
Salvation  Army,  403-4 
Samoa,  4x7 

San  Domingo  or  Haiti,  88-9 
San  Sebastian,  13 1 
San  Stefano,  Treaty  of,  376-8 
Sarum,  Old,  14,  26 
Saxony, 131,  134-5 
Schleswig-Holstein  question,  338-9 
Schools.  See  Education 
Science,  progress  of,  xiii-xiv,  153,  164, 
223,  342,  405 

Scotland,  ir,  32-5,  49,  353;  agri¬ 
culture,  34-5  ;  crofter  question,  393; 
commerce,  34-5  ;  ecclesiastical,  33, 
280,  285-7;  political  and  parlia¬ 
mentary,  32-3,  70,  180-1,  240  n., 
243  ;  municipalities,  32-3,  243  ; 

Scots  in  the  Empire,  49,  59,  260,  309 
Scott,  Sir  Walter  (1771-1832),  21,  35, 
129,  167,  171,  181,  295 
Scutari  hospitals,  306-7 
Sebastopol,  303-4,  308 
Seeley,  Sir  John  (1834-1895),  410 
Selwyn,  George,  Bishop  (1809-1878) 
258 

Senior,  Nassau  (1790-1864),  249 
Serbia,  214,  302  n.,  372,  376-80 
Seringapatam,  106 
‘  Settlements,’  social,  400 
Shaftesbury,  Lord  (1801-1885),  55, 
170,  185,  248,  279,  281,  368 
Shah  Shuja,  317 
Shakespeare,  study  of,  21,  28 
Shannon,  the,  176 
Sharp,  Granville  (1735-1813),  51-2 
Shaw-Lefevre,  Lord  Eversley  (b.  1832), 
371 

Sheffield,  67,  368 

Shelburne,  Earl  of,  afterwards  first 
Marquis  of  Lansdowne  (1737-1805), 
38-9,  81 

Shelley,  Percy  Bysshe  (1792-1822), 
181, 207 

Sheridan,  Richard  Brinsley  (1751- 
1816),  45 
Shooting,  168-9 
Shropshire,  146,  425 
Sicily,  294  n.,  328 
Sidgwick,  Henry  (1838-1900),  356 
Sikhs,  107  n.,  317-8,  320-1 
Sinde,  317,  322 
Sindia,  107 

'  Six  Acts,’  the,  190-1,  194 
Slavery  and  anti-slavery  movement — • 
in  British  Empire,  51,  88-9,  116, 
180,  253-6,  257;  in  U.S.A.,  291-2, 
330-5  ;  in  Africa,  388,  41 1,  416 
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Slave  Trade  and  anti-Slave  Trade 
movement,  50-4,  89,  116,  139,  254, 
4x1-12,  416 

Smith,  Sir  Sidney  (1764-1840),  92 
Smith,  Rev.  Sydney  (1771-1845),  118, 
181 

Smollett,  Tobias  (1721-1771),  22 
Smuts,  General  Jan  Christian  (b.  1870), 
422-3 

Socialism,  183,  201,  251,  348,  367, 
398,  400-4  >  '  Christian  Socialism,’ 
277,  281  ;  '  Municipal  Socialism,’ 
4OX-2  ;  Australian  tendencies,  338, 
417  n 

Sorel,  Albert,  cited,  85 

Soudan,  324,  387-8,  4x6 

Soult,  General,  131-3 

South  Africa,  382,  384-5,  411-15, 

419- 23;  Cape  Colony,  99,  139, 

255-7.  261  n.,  385,  414-5.  420  ; 
Orange  Free  State,  257,  384-5,  415, 

420- 1  ;  Transvaal,  384-5,  413-5. 

420-1  ;  Rhodesia,  413-5  ;  Natal, 
257,  261  385,  420  ;  Kaffir  Wars, 

256;  Zulus,  257,  381,  384;  Great 
Trek,  the,  256-7  ;  first  Boer  War, 
384-5  ;  second  Boer  War,  417,  419- 
423  ;  Union  (1909).  337-8,  423 

South  America,  122-3  and  n.,  209-12 
Spain,  57,  43,  294  ;  in  the  French 
revolutionary  wars,  82-3,  88-91  ; 
rising  against  Napoleon,  122-6, 
130-3  ;  after  Waterloo,  140,  207-9, 
234  ;  loss  of  colonies,  2,  210-12  ; 
later,  294,  419 

Speenhamland,  148-50,  152,  188,  249 
Spencer,  Earl  (1758-1834),  91 
Spencer,  3rd  Earl.  See  Althorp,  Lord 
Spencer,  5th  Earl  (1835-1910),  394-5 
Spithead,  meeting  at,  90-1 
Stanley,  Edward,  later  14th  Earl  of 
Derby  (1799-1869),  230-1,  244,  266, 
272-4,  287  ;  as  Earl  Derby,  325,  344, 

365 

Stanley,  H.  M.,  50  n.,  411 
Stead,  William  (1849-1912),  388 
Stein,  1 15 

Stephen,  Leslie  (1832-1902),  397 
Stephenson,  George  (1781-1848),  xiii, 
154,  165,  223 

Stratford  de  RedclifEe,  Lord  (1786- 
1880),  302 

Strathcona,  Lord,  Donald  Smith 
(1820-1914),  337 

Stuart,  Professor  James  (1843-1913), 
355 

Suez  Canal,  99,  374,  385-6 
Suffolk,  4  n.,  7 
Sumatra,  139 
Surrey,  4  n.,  153,  186 
Sussex,  7,  153 
Suttee,  314 

Suwarow,  General,  83,  94 


Sweden,  44,  96-7,  130-1 
Switzerland,  84,  90,  404 
Sydney,  Viscount  (1733-1800),  55 


Taff  Vale  judgment,  369 
Talleyrand,  134,  140,  232 
Tasman  and  Tasmania,  55,  258-9 
Tel-el-Kebir,  386 

Telford,  Thomas  (1757-1834),  166-7 
Tennyson,  Alfred  Lord  (1809-1892), 
132,  302,  304,  329 

Test  Acts,  62-3,  216-7  I  University 
Test  Acts,  284,  356 
Texas,  291-2 
Theodore,  King,  323 
Thermidor,  87 
Thibet,  313,  314 

Thistlewood,  Arthur  (1770-1820),  191 
Thugs,  the,  314 

Thurtell,  John  (1794-1824),  170-1 
Tilsit,  r  18,  120 

Times,  newspaper,  270-2,  306,  328, 
331,  364  n.,  407 

Tippoo,  Sultan  of  Mysore,  106  ; 

‘  Tippoo  Sahib,’  106 
Tithe  commutation,  in  England,  283  ; 

in  Ireland,  103,  288 
Tobago,  138 
Todleben,  304 

Tone,  Wolfe  (1763-1798),  102,  104 
Toronto  (formerly  York),  176 
Torres  Vedras,  125 
Toulon,  85  n.,  91,  112 
Toulouse,  133 

Trade  Unionism,  157  ;  Pitt’s  Combina¬ 
tion  Laws  against,  55,  61,  71, 

143  n.  ■  repealed,  200-2;  Trade 
Union  law  further  modified,  367-9  ; 
the  '  Grand  National,’  251-2  ;  ‘Dor¬ 
chester  labourers,’  the,  251-2  ; 
‘  New  Model,’  277-9,  368  ;  ‘  New 
Unionism,’  399-401  ;  politics  of,  in 
’sixties  and  ’seventies,  345,  347-8, 
367-9  ;  politics  of,  in  ’eighties,  398- 
403  ;  Australian,  417.  See  also 
Arch,  Joseph 
Trafalgar,  112-4,  I27 
Trent,  affair  of  the,  335 
Trevelyan,  Sir  Charles  (1807-1886), 
357 

Trevelyan,  Sir  G.  O.  ( b  1838),  389, 
393  n. 

Trollope,  Anthony  (1815-1882),  283  n. 
Truck  payments,  157  278-9,  367 
Turks,  the,  43-4,  206-7,  213-14,  302-3, 
308,  370-80 

Uganda,  412 
Ulm,  113 

Ulster,  100,  102,  219,  352,  396,  405-6 
Ulundi,  battle  of,  381 
Unitarians,  63,  155 
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United  Kingdom  Alliance,  369 
United  States.  See  America,  United 
States  of 

Universities — -Oxford  and  Cambridge, 
26-7,  246,  284,  355-6,  358,  404  ; 
Oxford,  198,  221,  267  n.,  280,  341-3  ; 
Cambridge,  190  n.,  342,  404;  Lon¬ 
don,  223-4,  355  1  Durham,  355  ; 
Universities  of  later  foundation,  224, 
355  i  Scottish,  33-4 
Utrecht,  Treaty  of,  50 

Valmy,  79 

Vancouver  Island,  43,  291 
Vend6e,  La,  76 
Venezuela,  418-9 
Venice,  89,  141,  298 
Vereeniging,  Peace  of,  422-3 
Verona,  Congress  of,  208 
Victor  Emmanuel  II  of  Piedmont  (and 
Italy),  135,  303.  326 
Victor  Hugo,  362 

Victoria,  Queen  (1819-1901),  233,  420  ; 
constitutional  position,  39,  66,  117, 
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